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Problem
Valid psychological instruments for use with 
Black children are scarce. This study sought to 
validate the Kinetic Family Drawing (KFD) as a useful 
tool for gathering information about Black children and 
their families, and to obtain normative and develop­
mental data for this population.
Method
A correlational research design was used to 
ascertain the validity of the KFD by comparing results
1
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2on 40 variables (Burns, 1982; Cho, 1987) with the 
criterion measure, Semantic Differential Family Scale 
(SDFS), including family concepts: "Me," "Mother and 
Me," "Father and Me” and "My Whole Family."
The study utilized a stratified random sample 
of 210 male and 210 female Black students equally 
distributed among Grades 1 through 6 from five school 
systems in Michigan, Indiana, and Illinois.
Canonical correlation and step-wise multiple- 
regression analyses were utilized to test the null 
hypotheses. T-tests and analysis of variance were used 
to determine significant differences between ages and 
sexes. Data were also treated descriptively to obtain 
normative information.
Results
A significant relationship was found between 
the KFD and the SDFS.
The KFD family variables were effective in 
describing the perceptions of self and family 
relationships of Black children, while the self 
variables, by themselves, were not. Developmental age 
and sex differences were found for some variables. KFD 
styles and other pathological signs were only minimally 
evident.
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3QSD£i.!iSiSQS 
The Kinetic Family Drawing is a valid and 
useful instrument for gaining information about how 
Black children in the Midwest perceive themselves 
and their family relationships. It is effective in 
describing some developmental age differences, 
especially the self-esteem of the Black child.
The KFDs of Black children seemed to generally 
reflect a positive impression of the family. They 
portrayed the family as satisfactory for them. The 
KFDs of the children did not necessarily reflect the 
family characteristics of the Black family as described 
in the literature.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Since being developed by Burns and Kaufman in 
1970, the Kinetic Family Drawing has been used increas 
ingly by clinicians who have found it a generally 
helpful aid in counseling children (Burns, 1982; Burns 
& Kaufman, 1970, 1972; Cummings, 1980; McPhee & Wegner 
1976). They report that the tool is a good icebreaker 
a nonthreatening exercise which yields topics for 
discussion and an avenue for self-disclosure. They 
report also that there might be some diagnostic value 
in the drawing (Goodwin, 1982; McCallister, 1983; 
Schornstein & Derr, 1978).
While developed in the United States with 
Caucasian children, the Kinetic Family Drawing has 
shown promise in cross-cultural use. Burns (1982) 
reported on studies using the Kinetic Family Drawing i 
Great Britain, Brazil, Japan, the Philippines, Norway, 
and Germany. Most recently, Cho (1987) validated the 
Kinetic Family Drawing as a measure of self-concept
1
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2among Chinese children in Taiwan. The Kinetic Family 
Drawing, although showing promise in being appropriate 
for other populations apart from White children in the 
United States, has hardly been utilized in studies 
among ethnic groups in the United States.
The potential for applicability of this 
technique with other populations partly lies in the 
fact that the Kinetic Family Drawing is a projective 
tool which is designed to ascertain a child’s 
perceptions of family relationships and the role of 
self within the family (Burns, 1982; Burns & Kaufman, 
1970). This is accomplished by eliminating the usual 
distortions present in communication between counselor 
and child. The technique is also minimally dependent 
on language and, therefore, more culture free (Burns, 
1982; Knoff & Prout, 1985).
The Kinetic Family Drawing, however, has not 
been fully established as a valid diagnostic instrument 
because of lack of studies which describe, validate, 
and substantiate its use. The majority of completed 
studies have used White Americans, resulting in a 
scarcity of studies on minority populations and other 
cultures. Blacks in the United States compromise one 
of these populations which have not yet been adequately 
studied.
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3The Kinetic Family Drawing could prove -to be 
an Invaluable instrument in seeking to address some of 
the issues in what is being perceived as the crisis of 
the Black family. Black children are being served by 
counselors, teachers, and others who, although having 
an opinion about the functioning of the Black family, 
have minimal facts about the actual operation of Black 
children within their culture (Obudho, 1983). This 
problem is further exacerbated by the fact that, even 
more than other populations in the United States, the 
place of the Black family is being jeopardized by, 
among other factors, economic upheavals and 
unemployment, escalating poverty, the prosperity of the 
drug culture within the population, and structural 
faults within the American economy (Billingsley, 1974; 
McAdoo & McAaoo, 1985; Staples, 1976; Hillie, 1981)
With the present movement of Black and other 
leaders to review the history of the Black family, to 
examine the present crisis facing the Black family, and 
to seek possible solutions in reasserting the strong 
ties of the Black family, the Kinetic Family Drawing 
has arrived on the scene at an opportune time to 
possibly offer those concerned some knowledge of how 
Black children perceive their families.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
4Ibs-Ersfelgffi
No study has sought, as yet, to fully describe 
the Kinetic Family Drawings of children from various 
groups in the United States. Such groups include 
children from specific geographic regions in the 
country, children from identified socioeconomic groups, 
various races or ethnic groups, and urban and rural 
areas.
Consistent with the lack of data bn these 
groups is the paucity of data on Kinetic Family 
Drawings of Black children in the United States. Only 
four studies were found which included Black children 
(Mangum, 1976; McCallister, 1983; McKnight-Taylor,
1974; Sims, 1974).
It is essential to look at Black children as 
a group in the United States separately from White 
children because of the ethnic, cultural, and economic 
differences which exist between the groups. Marion 
Wright Eldeman, President of the Children's Defense 
Fund (1985), reported that, compared to White children. 
Black children are 11 times as likely to be dependent 
on welfare; four times as likely to live with neither 
parent and be supervised by a child welfare agency, or 
to be murdered before one year of age; three times 
as likely to be poor, have mothers die in childbirth.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
5live with a separated parent, live in a female-headed 
household, be in foster care, die of unknown child 
abuse, or be placed in an educable mentally retarded 
class.
Such striking differences between Black and 
White children demand establishing whether the Kinetic 
Family Drawing can transcend the differences to glean 
from Black children the same relevant and useable 
clinical information it extracts from White children.
A study of the Kinetic Family Drawings of 
Black children in the Midwestern region of the United 
States would serve to examine, describe, and establish 
what might be expected of this population. It would 
also serve to bring into focus and highlight unique 
characteristics or features in the drawings of Black 
children and glean information which might be fruitful 
in providing a standard guideline or reference point 
from which clinicians and others might work in 
interpreting Kinetic Family Drawings of Black clients.
Pur go se_o f _t.he_St.udy 
The purpose of this research was to (1) vali­
date the Kinetic Family Drawing as an appropriate 
«
instrument for use with Black children; (2) describe 
possible developmental age differences in the Kinetic
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
6Family Drawings of Black children from Grade 1 to 6, 
and their perceptions of family relationships and the 
role of self within the family.
Bsssacsh-Quss&isafi
This study sought to answer the following 
questions:
1. Is the Kinetic Family Drawing useful for 
obtaining valid information on how Black children 
perceive their families?
2. How do Black children draw their 
families?
3. Are there differences between age groups 
in perceptions of self and family relationship?
S£a£SBSO£-S£_HXBS£hSSe5
It was hypothesized that the Kinetic Family 
Drawing is useful in obtaining information on Black 
children, accurately revealing some of their feelings 
and perceptions of their family relationships and their 
role within the family. It was further hypothesized 
that the scores derived from the Kinetic Family Drawing 
would correlate significantly with the scores derived 
from the Semantic Differential Family Scale.
It was also predicted that the Kinetic Family 
Drawings of Black children would reflect developmental
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
7changes in perceptions of the family relationships and 
the role of self within the family.
Theoretical Fran>ewgrk
A set of core values and behaviors exists 
which remains distinctly characteristic of a majority 
of Black families (McGoldrick, Pearce, & Giordana, 
1982). These characteristics are ingredients used 
by Black children to formulate their self-concepts and 
define the role they play in the family relationships. 
The core values and behaviors of the Black family 
interact with the child's growth and maturation to 
produce a dynamic, changing perception of self and 
role in the family. These changes can be traced in 
most of the child's modes of expression, including 
art, which clearly reflect perceptual, cognitive, 
and motor development over time.
Robert Staples (1976) has defined four traits 
of Black people in the United States which distinguish 
them from other immigrants. These differences are:
(1) Blacks came from a country with norms and values 
different from the American way of life; (2) Blacks 
were extracted from different tribes, languages, 
cultures, and traditions; (3) Blacks came without 
females in the earlier years of the slave trade; and
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
(4) Blacks cane as slaves. The Black family was 
studied from the point of view of problems and its 
variations from the White middle-class standard. 
Studies focused more on the lower, poorer classes 
within the Black population. Resulting conclusions 
from these studies characterized the Black family as 
pathological.
Billingsley (1968) and Heiss (1975) suggested 
that Black families should be studied, not in compari­
son to White families, but with respect to how the 
family is able to cope with and meet the functional 
prerequisites of the Black community and the wider 
community. Heiss (1975) discussed Robert Merton's 
essay on social structure and identified three 
adaptations that individuals make to social 
organizations which seem to characterize the 
adaptations of different kinds of Black families in 
society: (1) conformity, (2) innovation, and (3)
rebellion. The conformists, he explained, embrace the 
societal goals and accept the means prescribed for 
achieving them. The innovationists embrace the 
societal goals but, discovering that the means to 
achievement do not always work for them, seek' new 
methods to reach these goals. Innovationists may also 
follow socially accepted methods but develop new
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
9goals. Rebels engage in responses to the society 
ranging from passive resistance to violent rejection.
It is in these various households that Black children 
grow and develop physically, mentally, socially, and 
emotionally, thus formulating and expressing their 
perceptions of self and family relationships.
Elkind (1971) has suggested that the child in 
middle years passes through distinguishable stages in 
which the self-concept and relationships with the 
family develop. He has described a pattern of the 
child attempting to assert his individuality in some 
years, and in other years trying to cooperate and blend 
with the family. By the end of the middle years, at 
about age 11 or 12, the child has evolved into an 
individual who is less self-centered, is engaged in 
defining self, and is less involved in family 
activities.
The child's development can also be followed 
through his art. His development and maturation can be 
observed through his explorations and experiences with 
the art he creates. The experiments involved in art 
activities both develop and display the perceptual and 
cognitive skills as well as motor skills of the child 
(Craig, 1983; Lark-Horovitz, Lewis, & Lucas, 1967). 
Harris (1963) has summarized the stages of development
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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of children's drawings as beginning with the scribble 
stage, occurring between ages two and three, gradually 
developing in six subsequent stages to the level where 
the teenager produces drawings which reflect visual 
realism and tell a story. The art expressions of Black 
children, therefore, reflect their experiences gleaned 
from the observed developmental changes encountered by 
all children along with their unique cultural heritage 
and family experiences.
In summary, this study was based on the 
premise that Black children live in families which 
reflect a historical background and heritage which is 
different from White and other families in the United 
States; and that Black children, accordingly, express 
in their art the heritage and experiences of the Black 
family as well as the identified physical, intellec­
tual, emotional, and social developmental stages 
through which all children progress. The inspection of 
art expressions of Black children as a means of 
providing psychological information, consequently, 
should not be evaluated or studied only with respect 
to norms derived from developmental and family 
experiences of White middle-class children, but with 
regard to the methods used by Black children in 
responding and adapting to the Black community as well
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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as 'the parameters placed on them by the larger society.
Qsliffii£a£ifln_fif_£be_5£yd2 
The sample for this study was delimited to 
Black children from Grades 1 through 6 in selected 
school systems in Michigan, Illinois, and Indiana, who 
were not receiving mental-health services for emotional 
impairment, mental illness, or developmental 
disability.
ISB&££aDSS-s£-£bs_S£u^£
This study could be an important contribution 
to the fairly new and limited studies of the Kinetic 
Family Drawing, thus further establishing the tool as a 
viable clinical aid. The results of the study could 
also provide new implications for evaluation and 
treatment of Black children. It could serve in 
establishing baseline developmental information on 
Black children which could be used to provide a more 
accurate understanding of these children and how they 
see themselves as functioning within their families.
Qs££0l£i2Q_o£_Xs£!BS 
BlacJs_EQEylatisQ refers to non-White, African- 
Americans, including more recent immigrants from other 
Black cultures.
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Developmental change Is the change which 
naturally occurs as a result of growth and maturation.
Ethpic feet m re? are traditions, beliefs, 
languages, and practices unigue to a set of people of 
similar race, country, or religion.
E£aJSS&i£S_£S£bDiS!JSS are testing tools 
which, because of their unstructured nature, force the 
individual to utilize his/her perceptions, to bring 
structure to the material, thus revealing some aspect 
of his/her personality.
&SSUffiB&iSQS 
It was assumed, for the purpose of this 
study, that Black children in Grades 1 through 6 
were able to read or follow and understand the 
instructions of the Semantic Differential Family 
Scale and the Kinetic Family Drawing. It was further 
assumed that the responses of the subjects were valid 
and reliable, and that subjects provided reliable 
demographic information.
Q£33Qiza£.isD_a£-&bs_££ad2 
Five chapters are contained in this study. 
Chaprer I includes the introduction, 
statement of the problem, purpose of the study, 
research guestions, hypotheses, theoretical framework,
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delimitations of the study, importance of the study, 
definition of terms, and assumptions.
Chapter II reviews the literature on the 
Kinetic Family Drawing, Semantic Differential 
Technique, and the Black family.
Chapter III describes the population and 
sampling procedure, the variables, the instrumentation, 
including the pilot study, as well as the field 
procedures, data collection, and null hypotheses.
Chapter IV outlines the findings and the 
interpretations of the results.
Chapter V presents a summary of the study, 
discussion of the results, implications of the 
findings, and recommendations for further research.
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REVIEW OE THE LITERATURE
The review of literature is divided into 
three major areas. The first section briefly outlines 
the beginnings and development of the Kinetic Family 
Drawing, its reliability and validity, normative data, 
and use with cross-cultural populations. The second 
section focuses on the Semantic Differential 
Technique. The third section discusses the Black 
family in the United States.
Since the Kinetic Family Drawing is a rela­
tively new technique, most of the research literature 
is found in doctoral dissertations. This review 
includes a comprehensive summary of Kinetic Family 
Drawing studies related to the reliability and validity 
of the technique, as well as cross-cultural studies.
The Semantic Differential Technique is well known and 
has been used in many studies. Only those studies 
particularly relevant to this topic were reviewed. 
Literature related to child development and 
the Black family was selected from the many books,
14
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articles, and studies which have been published on 
these topics.
HiStgr2_gf_KiQg£ic_E3mil}r_Dr awing 
The Kinetic Family Drawing (Burns & Kaufman, 
1970, 1972) is the product of an evolution of
projective techniques utilizing the drawings of 
individuals. Many people contributed findings on 
separate but related, tools and techniques which have 
proven to be of value by themselves and in combination. 
Out of these works the Draw-A-Person Test (Goodenough, 
1926), the House-Tree-Person Test (Buck, 1948), the 
Draw-A-Family Test (Hulse, 1951), and eventually the 
Kinetic Family Drawing Technique were created.
As early as 1926 Florence Goodenough suggested 
that the intelligence of a child could be ascertained 
by examining the drawing of a person by the child. The 
technique developed by Goodenough was later widely used 
as a test of intelligence.
Another technique, called the House-Tree- 
Person, was introduced by Buck in 1948. This 
projective tool served to help professionals in making 
psychological interpretations and drawing conclusions.
Bender (1937) attempted to use children’s 
drawings to gather psychological data about disturbed
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
16
children. Despert (1938) also utilized the drawings of 
children to make psychological conclusions and 
interpretations.
In their 1940 work, Anastasi and Foley focused 
on the artistic behavior of abnormal children and 
children from varied cultures. Alschuler and Hattwick 
(1947) studied young children and their personalities 
through examining their paintings.
In 195 1, Raven introduced the method of asking 
the child to imagine and describe a series of events 
while drawing. Hulse (1951) also presented work on the 
family drawings of emotionally disturbed children. 
Reznikoff (1956) studied and compared children's 
drawings of their family. Later Hammer (1958) 
submitted a work on the clinical application of 
projective drawings.
In the 1960s the movement to more fully and 
effectively employ the drawings of Individuals 
continued. Dennis (1966) conducted a study which 
utilized children’s drawings to study group values. 
Koppitz (1968) introduced a comprehensive method of 
evaluating children's human figure drawings. Shearn 
and Russell (1969) used the family drawings as a tech­
nique for studying the interaction between child and 
parent.
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Burns and Kaufman (1972) introduced the 
Kinetic Family Drawing. They added a kinetic dimension 
to the already established family drawing by asking 
individuals to draw their families, including 
themselves, with each person doing something. The 
added kinetic dimension contributed to the 
understanding of the self within the family and the 
family relationships and dynamics.
Since 1972 a number of studies have been 
conducted attempting to establish the Kinetic Family 
Drawing as a valid and reliable projective tool for 
describing the role of self within the family and 
family relationships (Cho, 1987; McGregor, 1978; McPhee 
& Hegner, 1975).
The Kinetic Family Drawing has been validated 
by its wide usage in clinical settings. It has been 
used by Burns (1982), Burns and Kaufman (1970, 1972), 
Brewer (1980), Jacobson (1973), McPhee and Hegner 
(1976), Raskin and Bloom (1979), and Bayed and 
Leaverton (1974) with varied clinical populations.
Beiiabi. 1 i.ty_of _ the _Kinet i.c_F am i.ly_D rawing
In the years following its development and 
introduction, the Kinetic Family Drawing was criticized 
for the lack of emperical data to substantiate its
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reliability (Gersten, 1978; Harris, 1978, McPhee &  
Wenger, 1976). Since then, a number of studies have
been conducted with the objective of establishing the 
reliability of the instrument. Some studies (Cummings, 
1980; Johnston, 1975; Layton, 1984; Mostkoff &  Lazarus, 
1983) have had a measure of success, while others 
(Levenberg, 1975; McPhee &  Wegner, 1976) have not been 
as successful.
Johnston (1975) found a correlation of .71 
between features in the Kinetic Family Drawings taken 
two weeks apart in a well-adjusted group of 20 
children. That same year Levenberg (1975) also pub­
lished a study but with less encouraging results. He 
hoped to show the accuracy of clinical judgment with 
the Kinetic Family Drawing. He asked secretaries, 
predoctoral psychology interns, postdoctoral-level 
clinicians, as well as Burns himself, to rate drawings 
from 18 normal children and 18 disturbed children.
They were to rate each drawing as either "normal" or 
"disturbed." Burns was reported to be accurate only 
47% of the time, while secretaries and interns were 61% 
accurate. Postdoctoral-level clinicians were accurate 
72%.
McPhee and Wegner (1976) were successful in 
their attempt to establish the reliability of the
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Kinetic Family Drawing. Five judges produced inter- 
rater reliabilities ranging from .655 to 1.00 with a 
median reliability of .87. These judges rated the 
styles as identified by Burns (1972) of 102 emotionally 
disturbed and 102 well-adjusted children, from Grades 
1 to 6.
Cummings (1980) used the scoring methods of 
McPhee and Wegner, (1976); Myers, (1978) and O'Brien 
and Patton, (1974) in an effort to determine the 
reliability of the scoring methods in producing similar 
results. Two male and two female judges trained in the 
scoring methods rated the drawings of 111 learning 
disabled, behavior disordered, and mainstreamed 
children, who were tested five weeks apart.
Cummings was successful in producing high interscorer 
reliabilities for about half of the variables. He con­
cluded that variables which did not yield test-retest 
stability were perhaps assessing transitory states as 
opposed to trait qualities.
Mostkoff and Lazarus (1983) also concluded from 
their study that the Kinetic Family Drawing seemed to 
measure state rather than trait characteristics. They 
were also successful in establishing test-retest 
stability for 9 of 20 Kinetic Family Drawing 
variables. The variables which provided useful
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information included: self in picture, omission of
body parts of other figures, elevated figures, 
omissions of body parts of self, barriers, and drawings 
on back of page.
In her study, Layton (1984) used 119 drawings 
from well-adjusted children and 99 drawings from chil­
dren with problems. She asked two examiners to rate 
the drawings using a list of 142 signs which she 
believed indicated family or emotional problems along 
with 14 items which indicated healthy functioning. She 
reported significant rater agreement for 133 of the 157 
signs. The 133 signs were found to be reliable at the 
.05 level of significance.
In summary, some studies have been successful 
in establishing test-retest and interrater reliability 
for the Kinetic Family Drawing, while others have pro­
duced results suggesting that some variables of the 
drawing are not reliable.
¥alidity_of_the_Kinetic_Family_Drawing 
Researchers have also had differing degrees of 
success in their attempt to show the validity of the 
Kinetic Family Drawing (Brannigan, Schofield & Holtz, 
1982; Britain, 1970; Jacobson, 1973; Layton, 1984; 
Levenberg, 1975; McCallister, 1983; McKnight-Taylor,
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1974; Myers, 1978; O'Brien &  Patton, 1974; Raskin & 
Baker, 1977; Raskin & Bloom, 1979; Sayed & Leaverton, 
1974; Younger, 1982).
A number of factors have contributed to the 
degree of success of these studies. Sims (1974) was 
able to successfully correlate the Kinetic Family 
Drawing with the Family Relations Indicator (Howel & 
Lickorish, 1967). Cho (1987) also was able to estab­
lish the validity of the tool by correlating it with 
the Semantic Differential Family Rating Scale.
On the contrary, McPhee and Wegner (1976) had 
less success in validating the Kinetic Family Drawing, 
possibly because they studied only the styles.
Some action variables as described by Burns
(1982) have proven to be valid in identifying 
particular populations. McCallister (1983) used 
such variables as activity level of figures to deter­
mine aggression in 275 male adolescent offenders, Myers 
(1978) also used activity levels of figures in his 
study to attempt to discriminate between ’•normal" and 
clinically labeled children. Raskin and Bloom (1979) 
were also somewhat successful in using activity levels 
of figures to identify perceptually delayed children.
Sayed and Leaverton (1974) and Brannigan, 
Schofield and Holtz (1982) fully utilized the position.
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distance, and barrier variables of the Kinetic Family 
Drawing to identify the isolation of children.
Sobel and Sobel (1976) attempted to validate 
the Kinetic Family Drawing by using 16 variables in 
trying to discriminate between 20 adolescent male 
delinquents and 20 normal male adolescents. Only 3 of 
the 16 variables proved to be significant. These var­
iables included omissions of body parts and absences of 
figures. They concluded that more convincing results 
might have been achieved by having a larger sample 
size.
Rhine (1978) studied 65 fourth and fifth 
graders in an attempt to validate the Kinetic Family 
Drawing. He divided the students into high- and low- 
adjustment groups using the California Test of Person­
ality (Thorpe, Clark & Tiegs, 1953). The study showed 
no significant differences between the groups. Explana­
tion for these results include failure on the part of 
the researchers to control for such variants as intelli­
gence, socioeconomic status, and possible problems with 
the discriminant validity of the California Test of 
Personality.
McGregor (1978) was also only partially able 
to establish the validity of the Kinetic Family 
Drawing. His study involved 157 children who were
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divided into three treatment groups. The Kinetic 
Family Drawing was not able to discriminate between 
the groups. The three groups, however, were not based 
on external and valid criteria, and groups were not 
matched with regard to intelligence, socioeconomic 
status, and other factors.
In summary, some studies have established 
the validity of the Kinetic Family Drawing. Those 
studies comparing the Kinetic Family Drawing to other 
valid instruments tended to produce more successful 
results. Other studies were only partially successful 
in establishing validity. Varied explanations have 
been offered for these results: (1) choice of vari­
ables studied, (2) sample size, (3) choice of criterion 
measure, (4) failure to control such variants as 
intelligence, socioeconomic status, and age among 
control groups, and (5) inaccurate definitions of 
clinical groups.
Xhe_Kingti.c_£amily_Drawing_in 
C r o s s r C u l t u r a 1 _ S t u ^ i g s
Gutherie (1979) suggested that cross-cultural 
studies attempt to document valid principles that 
describe behavior in any one culture by using, 
constructs that the people themselves conceive as 
meaningful or important, or they make generalizations
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across cultures that take into account all human 
behavior. Individuals conducting research with these 
objectives in mind addressed issues particularly 
relevant to cross-cultural studies which were critical 
to the accurate outcomes and conclusions they sought.
An ethical issue faced by individuals con­
ducting cross-cultural research is the temptation to 
allow the occurrence of ethnocentrism and political 
biases to influence and alter the facts and conclusions 
drawn from the research (Kaplan, 1961; Warwick, 1980).
Souza de Joode (1976) attempted to transcend 
these biases and used the Kinetic Family Drawing in 
Brazil to identify and describe family dynamics. The 
study utilized 60 children, ages 11 and 12, who were 
asked to complete the Kinetic Family Drawing along 
with a questionnaire about family relationships and 
Duss* Fable Test (1950). Souza de Joode found that 
the Kinetic Family Drawing was significantly correlated 
to the other tests in the study.
In its conceptualization, design, and imple­
mentation, the research project can sometimes show 
insensitivity and disrespect to cultural situations 
(Lonner, 1979). This tends to force researchers to 
face the dilemma of employing procedures which violate 
the ethical standards of cultural understandings of the
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country or community under study, hindering the acquisi­
tion of clear, representative findings about the group 
(Brislin, 1981; Kaplan, 1961; Warwick, 1980).
Mangum (1976) attempted to design and implement 
a study which sought to address some of these ethical 
issues. He studied Black, Hispanic, and White mentally 
retarded children using the Kinetic Family Drawing. 
Results from his study indicated that the Kinetic 
Family Drawing was able to show familial identification 
in Black, Hispanic, and White children. McCallister
(1983) also conducted a study on 275 adolescent male 
offenders in which Blacks were included and was able 
to produce relatively valid conclusions. He sought to 
predict aggression in these individuals by identifying 
from their Kinetic Family Drawings nine sign categories 
assumed to reflect aggressiveness. He produced 
results which indicated that when used in a global 
fashion, the Kinetic Family Drawing was useful to 
assess family history of aggression among White 
adolescents. Individual signs of the Kinetic Family 
Drawing, rather than a global view of the drawing, were 
presented as being more effective in predicting aggres­
sion among Blacks.
Apart from the unique ethical issues which face 
the cross-cultural researcher, there are other
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significant issues which require consideration. One 
such issue is the question of the cross-cultural 
equivalence of measurements of experience. The 
researcher must theoretically explain or empirically 
demonstrate that the independent variables actually 
represent functionally equivalent experiences in each 
culture studied (Holtzman, 1980; Kennedy, 1961).
Roth and Huber (1979) conducted a study in 
Germany using the Kinetic Family Drawing and suggested 
that the technique might be useful in examining the 
roles and relationships within the family. Although 
its validity was not proven empirically, the Kinetic 
Family Drawing was recommended for use in educational 
guidance.
Functional equivalence can be affected by 
many factors present in the research situation. Some 
of these factors include unequal familiarity with test 
materials, differences of meaning of the test situa­
tion, dissimilar understandings of the test format and 
directions, and differences in connotative meaning of 
linguistically correct translated items (Ciborowski, 
1980; Hymes, 1961). This dilemma presented challenges 
to Kato, Ikura, and Kubo who in 1976 conducted a study 
on 767 Japanese children between the ages of 6 and 12. 
The study produced normative data on Japanese children
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for the styles of the Kinetic Family Drawing which 
included cooperation, independence, compartmentaliza- 
tion, and encapsulation. It also reflected the emo­
tional interaction between Japanese family members.
The issue of authenticity also needs to be 
considered in cross-cultural research. Authenticity 
as described by Pareek and Rao (1980) is the capability 
of the researcher to get more unbiased and genuine 
responses from respondents. Authenticity can be deter­
mined by such influences as interviewer-related 
factors, the interview and its setting, respondent- 
related factors, and cultural factors (Carstairs, 1961; 
Pareek & Rao, 1980).
In Great Britain, Freeman (1971) studied the 
applicability of the Kinetic Family Drawing to British 
children. They concluded that there were many areas 
where the tool could be authentically used but cau­
tioned that additional study would have to be done to 
verify the complete value of all items of the Kinetic 
Family Drawing in Britain.
Ledesma (1979) studied Philippine children 
using the Kinetic Family Drawing. Two hundred and 
thirty 13 and 15-year-old students participated in 
the study which focused on 29 drawing variables. The
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study produced normative data for well-adjusted 
Filipino adolescents.
Another cross-cultural research issue which 
is especially related to this project is the dilemma 
of using projective techniques which are not easily 
standardized for any use in any particular group. 
Holtzman (1980) suggested that research projects 
employing projective techniques have to strike a 
balance between using a tool which is reduced to a very 
objective and replicable standardized tool which has 
lost its original rich projective and clinical value, 
as opposed to a tool which yields abundant but irre- 
plicable data.
Accordingly, Cho (1987) was able to increase 
the effectiveness of Burns’ scoring system (1982) by 
introducing a slight scoring modification for her 
population. She concluded that the tool is very useful 
if the Chinese culture is taken into consideration when 
interpretations are being made.
The Kinetic Family Drawing has been demon­
strated to be of value in various cross-cultural 
studies.
QeyglgpiUgQta l_Qata_f£orB_ihe_KiQgtic 
FamiJ.y_Draw.ing
Adequate developmental data from the Kinetic
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Family Drawing is lacking since no studies have fully 
addressed this topic. A number of studies have pre- 
senteded data which might be useful in yielding some 
information. Not all of these studies, however, were 
done on nonclinic children.
Jacobson (1973) in her study of 136 public- 
school children, ages 6 through 9, reported that 
specific drawing features can be considered as indica­
tors of emotional disturbances of children. These 
emotional indicators, however, were not distinctive of 
a certain age or sex group.
Thompson's study (1975) on 197 adolescents, 
ages 13 through 18 years, yielded results indicating 
13- and 14-year-old girls tended to draw the self­
figure largest most of the time, while 17- and 18-year- 
old girls tended to draw the father figure largest.
She also reported that adolescent figures in the 
drawing were most often depicted as engaged in play 
actions, while parent figures were depicted as engaged 
in work actions. The study also suggested that males 
drew more expansively as age increased.
Myers (1978) conducted a study on 116 typical 
and emotionally disturbed boys which showed that 6- 
through 8-year-olds demonstrated fewer force fields, 
fewer arm extensions, and fewer compartmentalizations.
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No age differences were found for relative height of 
figures, barriers, physical distance between figures, 
erasures, description of action^ body parts, rotations, 
bottom and top lining, encapsulation, edged placement, 
and underlining figures.
McGregor (1978) studied 157 children ages 
5 1/2 to 13 1/2 who were divided into three groups.
One group was labeled normal. Another group was 
identified as having conduct problems, and the third 
group had personality problems. He found the figure 
omissions were unrelated to age or sex or problem 
group. He also found there was no relationship between 
average figure size or number of figures drawn for age, 
sex, or problem group. He reported that older children 
separated their figures significantly farther than 
younger children.
Sims (1974) studied 1,026 Grades 1 through 6 
school children, and collected age data for actions, 
styles, and symbols. He presented the 33 most freguent 
actions for boys and girls by age, and the 30 most 
freguent symbols for boys and girls by age. He also 
proferred the style of the Kinetic Family Drawing in 
rank order of choice by age for boys and girls. He 
did not, however, statistically analyze the data to
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determine the significance of differences between age 
groups.
Layton (1984) studied 6- to 12-year-olds and 
found that younger children, ages 5 through 8, drew 
sexual differences in 32.2% of their drawings, while 
the older children drew sexual differences in 40% of 
their drawings. Layton also indicated that younger 
children were more likely to draw figures without 
any identifying activities or movements.
The studies presented have shown that there 
are developmental differences which can be identified 
in the Kinetic Family Drawings. The sparcity of devel­
opmental data on the Kinetic Family Drawing still calls 
for more studies which have utilized more typical 
children.
In summary, studies on the Kinetic Family 
Drawing have established that there is high interrater 
reliability but low test-retest reliability. The 
explanation offered for this finding is that the 
Kinetic Family Drawing variables are able to identify 
the current emotional status of the individual, and not 
the pattern or set characteristics of the person. 
Studies on the validity of the Kinetic Family Drawing 
have produced differing results. Nonsignificant
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validity was especially found in studies which used 
already identified special groups of the population.
The Kinetic Family Drawing was found to be of some 
promise in identifying family problems and family 
dynamics when concurrent validity was tested. Studies 
suggested that more work needs to be done in this area 
in order to firmly establish the concurrent validity of 
the tool. The Kinetic Family Drawing has been 
successfully used in a number of studies using samples 
from various cultural, ethnic, and clinical 
backgrounds.
The_Semant ic_Di.f f §rential_Technigue 
The Semantic Differential technique is an 
instrument employed in deriving the connotative 
meanings of ideas and concepts of individuals who are 
asked to rate these ideas and concepts on continua 
labeled by Osgood as semantic space (Osgood, 1953).
The technique was derived from the assumption that the 
background and experiences of an individual interplay 
to signify the unique meaning of words and concepts for 
that person. The technique consists of an idea which 
is rated in terms of several criteria, which are pairs 
of bipolar adjectives at opposite ends of a 5- or 7- 
point scale. The individual is asked to rate a concept
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somewhere on the scale between the two bipolar 
adjectives.
Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum (1957) explained 
that each set of bipolar adjectives represents a multi­
dimensional space since the meanings of the two 
adjectives along with the dimension of the straight 
line continuum all interact when a point in the scale 
is chosen by the individual.
Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum have reported 
that distinct factors in the semantic space have been 
identified by factor analysis: (1)- the evaluative
factor, reflected in the words "kind-unkind": (2) the
potency factor, reflected in the words "powerful- 
powerless": and (3) the activity factor, reflected in 
the words "active-passive."
One very important value of the Semantic 
Differential Technique is that it is easily modified 
for a wide variety of research problems and pop­
ulations. It has been used with success across 
cultures and concepts. Osgood reported the successful 
use of the technique in such languages as Dutch, 
English, Finnish, Flemish, and Japanese (Osgood, 1962).
Another significant feature of the technique 
is that it can be effectively utilized to measure
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opinions, attitudes, values, and feelings of 
individuals.
The Measurement of Self-Concept 
and .garni ly_Relationship_psinq the 
Semantic_Differential_Technigue
The success of the Semantic Differential 
Technique in measuring self-concept of children has 
been demonstrated by Baraff and Cunningham (1966), 
Thompson (1974), Burke and Tully (1977), Soares and 
Soares (1981), and Piotrowski (1983).
Baraff and Cunningham (1966) were able to 
use the Semantic Differential technique in their 
study to describe and identify the interpersonal 
family relations of 40 asthmatic hospitalized chil­
dren. The children aged 9-15 years rated four 
concepts: me, mother, father, and asthma. Results
indicated that their physical condition played a 
significant role in the self-concept and family rela­
tionships of asthmatic children.
Thompson (1974) was able to utilize the 
Semantic Differential to differentiate between the 
self-perception of well-adjusted, maladjusted, and 
delinquent high-school students. Thompson concluded 
that these different groups had distinctly different 
beliefs about how others saw them.
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Burke and Tully (1977) studied children from 
Grades 6-8 in an attempt to measure their gender 
role/identity using the Semantic Differential. The 
findings of the Semantic Differential were compared to 
the students' characteristics, such as sex, self­
esteem, and socialization experiences. The construct 
validity of the Semantic Differential measure was good.
Soares and Soares (1981) sought to identify the 
dimensions of the self-concept of children Grades 1 - 
12. For this they used the Semantic Differential 
technique to develop the Affective Perception Inventory 
which has nine different self-scales: (1) self-concept
as a person, (2) self-concept as a student, (3) percep­
tions of self in English and language arts, (4) percep­
tions of self in mathematics, (5) perceptions of self 
in science, (6) perceptions of self in social studies, 
(7) perceptions of self in the arts, (8) perceptions of 
self in physical education, and (9) perceptions of 
self in the school environment. From their results 
Soares and Soares concluded that the instrument demon­
strated high internal consistency and a distinct 
differentiation between higher and lower grades.
Their results further suggested that self­
conceptualization may be earlier than previously 
believed.
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Piotrowski (1983) was also successful in 
using the Semantic Differential to measure the self- 
concept of children. In his study 495 fifth graders 
responded to 19 individual bipolar adjective scales 
on the Semantic Differential over a six-month span.
The adjective scales were divided into what Osgood, 
Suci, and Tannenbaum (1957) identified as the dimen­
sions of evaluation (E), activity (A), and potency (P). 
The evaluation dimensions proved to be a reliable 
measure of self-concept.
The Semantic Differential has also been 
effectively used with people from different races and 
etnnic backgrounds (Cho, 1987; Cooper, 1975; Martinez, 
Martinez, Olmedo & Goldman, 1976; Monge, 1973).
Monge (1973) developed a pictorial Semantic 
Differential instrument to measure the self-concept of 
Black, Asian, and White fourth and sixth graders. He 
concluded that the instrument was able to transcend 
cultural and racial differences to identify the true 
self-concept of students in spite of their unique 
experiences.
Cooper (1975) conducted a cross-cultural 
study with the objective of describing the self- 
concepts of German, Mexican, Chinese, American Indian, 
and Anglo-American adolescents. The bipolar adjectives
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he utilized in the Semantic Differential included: good- 
bad, sharp-dull, ugly-beautiful, strong-weak, slow- 
fast, shallow-deep, effective-ineffective, valuable- 
worthless, intelligent-stupid, and honest-dishonest.
His study revealed that Mexican adolescents gave the 
most favorable perceptions, followed by the Chinese, 
American Indians, Germans, and Anglo-Americans who had 
the least favorable perceptions.
Martinez, Martinez, Olmedo and Goldman (1976) 
also studied Chicano and Anglo-American students. They 
asked 288 11th and 12th graders to rate five concepts: 
self, male, female, father, and mother on the Semantic 
Differential. As they had predicted, the concepts were 
viewed in a significantly different way by each cul­
tural group.
In summary, the Semantic Differential tech­
nique is easily modified and tailored for studies exam­
ining different concepts and different cultural and 
ethnic populations. A number of studies have docu­
mented that the technique is valuable in identifying 
attitude, self-concept, and family relationships.
Studies have shown it is a valid instrument in 
measuring self-concept within the family context.
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The Black Family
The Black family as defined by Billingsley 
(1974) is a group of people with African heritage 
related to each other by blood or marriage and who live 
together or who have lived together in the same 
household.
Billingsley (1968) emphasized that the Black 
family should be "viewed as a social system bound up 
with and heavily influenced by the major Institutions 
of the larger society" (p. 3).
The literature on Black families has tended to 
lean toward two distinctly differing points of view.
The traditional view termed the deficit-deficiency 
model of Black family life (White, 1984) or the 
pathology-disorganization perspective (Martin & Martin, 
1978) which first appeared in the late 1800s with the 
writings of Philip Bruce (1889) and persisted into 
the early 1970s with Lee Rainwater’s comments on ghetto 
people (1970). The strength-resi1iency perspective 
(Martin & Martin, 1978) emerged in the late 1960s, 
partly as an outgrowth of the rise of Black conscious­
ness in the 1960s and partly as a rebuttal to earlier 
works which painted a negative picture of Black 
fami lies.
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The_Eg£iSiferBeficienc2 _Model
The deficit-deficiency model portrayed the 
Black family as a female-dominated, single-parent, 
subnuclear disorganized unit (White, 1984). This view 
also suggested that Black family characteristics 
included instability, deviance, and maladaption (Martin 
& Martin, 1978).
This model originated from earlier beliefs 
that such practices in the era of slavery as separation 
of family members, forced breeding, sexual exploitation 
of slaves by masters, and the accumulated effect of 
servitude, deprivation, economic and social discrimina­
tion all molded a pathological and disorganized family 
pattern (White, 1984). The argument is further devel­
oped to infer that because of these factors. Blacks 
have not been able to acquire the social and economic 
skills needed to create viable, successful family units 
which might be considered acceptable within the larger 
society.
Philip Bruce (1889) not only blamed slavery 
for the observed condition of the Black family, but 
subscribed to the idea that the Black male should be 
seen more as an irresponsible animal, driven by his 
physical urges and feelings and less by any semblance 
of intelligence and rationality. The Black man, in
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this view, is a deficit to the family rather than a 
positive contributor to its success and self- 
direction. This position on the Black male 
necessitated the emergence of the Black female as the 
head of the household, projecting her as the dominant 
force within the family.
Although his aim was not to fully subscribe 
to the deficit-deficiency model, DuBois (1908) in his 
study of the Black family reiterated some of the 
earlier negative views on Black families.
DuBois was followed by Franklin Frazier in 
the 1930s and 40s with commentaries on the Black 
family. He blamed the lack of assimilation of Black 
families into the wider society on their irregular 
morals, emphasizing the looseness in sexual values of 
the lower-class Blacks. Frazier's ideas were further 
supported by Gunnar Myrdal (1945) who highlighted the 
economic, social, and moral depravity of the Black 
existence.
St. Clair Drake and Horace Clayton accentuated 
the plight and experience of the lower class Blacks by 
describing them in the roles of prostitutes, junkies, 
and pimps (Drake & Clayton, 1945).
Abram Kardiner and Lionel Ovessey (1951) 
suggested that Blacks were psychologically maladjusted,
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further contributing to the pathology-disorganization 
position of most other social scientists and 
commentators.
The study of Daniel Patrick Moynihan (1965), 
however, produced the most data which supported the 
deficit-deficiency model and created the most 
controversy by its findings. Moynihan suggested that 
the Black family, with its countless pathologies and 
deficiencies, was at the root of the lack of success of 
Blacks within the society. He also proposed that since 
Black families, especially in the lower class, could 
not fulfill the roles effectively, the government 
needed to intervene with programs to provide structure 
and direction to alleviate the situation.
Exhibiting similar views, Kenneth Clark 
(1965) supported the stand that Blacks suffered from 
psychological pathologies and depraved lifestyles.
Oscar Lewis (1968) described dismal and negative 
characteristics of people living in poverty in which 
Blacks had a high representation.
Lee Rainwater (1970) supported Lewis's argu­
ment in his book which described poor, lower-class 
people as deviant in many of their beliefs and 
practi ces.
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§££SQ9&!lrSesili£nc£_ggd£l
The strength-resiliency model of viewing the 
Black family evolved with Black activism in the 60s 
which sought liberation from oppression and promoted a 
more positive Black consciousness. This model 
portrayed the Black family in a positive stance, 
highlighting the strengths of the family in coping with 
the present society in which Blacks have to function.
In 1968 Andrew Billingsley challenged 
Moynihan's findings and suggested that the family can 
take most of the credit for assisting and supporting 
Black people in their struggle for survival and their 
achievement of any success they might presently 
enjoy. He refuted the idea that the Black family is 
falling apart and suggested that the family has 
weathered the historical, economic, and social changes 
which have taken place over the years.
In his later book, Billingsley (1974) outlined 
four factors contributing to the struggle for survival 
by the Black family. He presented culture as one 
factor and expressed that the uniqueness or 
distinctiveness of the Black culture is a result of the 
Black experience as a people from Africa as much as 
American heritage. He also discussed Black conscious­
ness and Black community as being other factors. The
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fourth factor he saw as the achievement of a sense of 
competence to which he claims the family has greatly 
contributed.
Joyce Ladner (1971) sought to shift the focus 
of negative attributes of Black families to the 
strengths of the individuals, especially the girls, in 
the Black family. She believed that, contrary to 
earlier writers, the ability of the Black family to 
cope with and survive the barriers it faces can be 
discovered in its African heritage.
Robert Hill (1972) also supported the strength- 
resiliency model and outlined in his book the five 
major strengths of Black families. The strengths he 
identified were strong kinship bonds, a strong work 
orientation, adaptibility of family roles, a strong 
achievement orientation, and a strong religious 
orientation.
Scanzoni (1971) acknowledged that the 
Black family experienced many negative influences 
which threatened the stability of the unit. He 
contended, however, that most Black families had 
been able to overcome some of the deterrents to a 
stable family life.
Willie (1970, 1982) portrayed the Black
family as a miraculous movement from one of much
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disintegration during slavery to comparative 
stabilityty in present times. He addressed the 
socialzation and assimilation of the Black family in 
the society indicating differing degrees of success for 
families within different socio-economic classes.
McAdoo and McAdoo (1981. 1985) sought to
demythologize the Black family. They presented the 
major methods and models of studying the Black family 
and suggested directions which could be followed in 
conducting sounder analysis.
Martin and Martin (1978) have observed the 
controversy between the supporters of the deficit- 
def iciency model and the advocates of the strength- 
resiliency model and have acknowledged that both sides 
have offered numerous arguments in support of their 
view. They seem to concur, however, with McAdoo and 
McAdoo in proposing that the Black family should now be 
more often studied from a human perspective where 
Blacks are viewed as no more or no less human than 
anyone else, capable of blunders as well as 
achievements. This, they believe, will result in the 
Identification of the true strengths and weaknesses of 
the Black family.
In 1987, 58% of Black families compared to 
48.3% of White families had one or more offspring. The
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greater majority of Black families with children under 
18 years of age live with parents who are under the age
of 45 (1988 O.S. Census).
Black parents are much better educated than 
were Black parents a decade ago. The rate of
improvement in the education of Black parents under 45
has been about twice as large as the corresponding rate 
for other parents. The educational level of Black 
parents, however, is still far lower than-that of 
parents of other races.
In 1987, 21% of the Black population lived in 
metropolitan suburbs compared to 40% of the entire 
population. This represents a threefold increase of 
percentage for the Black population compared to the 
percentage increase of other races.
Poorly educated Black women are reported to 
have very high birth rates in comparison to the other 
races, while highly educated Black women tend to have 
very low birth rates (McAdoo, 1981). McAdoo (1981) 
reported that in 1979, Black women age 35 to 44 with 
fewer than eight years of school, had 4.6 children, as 
compared to 3.8 children for women of other races. On 
the other hand, Black women ages 35 to 39 with graduate 
training had 1.9 children as compared with 2.2 children 
born to women of other races with similar education.
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Most Black families have traditionally sought 
to adhere to the nuclear family model. In 1987, 
however, only 42% of Black families had both parents 
present in the home. Forty-four percent of Black 
families are without a father in the home. Children in 
other families experience different family 
constellations (1988 0.5. Census). Black families 
making 350,000 and over make up about 7% of the Black 
papulation. Families who bring in between $25,000 and 
$49,000 represent 25.1% of the Black population. The 
income of working class Black families, receiving less 
than $10,000, represents 30.5% of the Black population 
( 1988 -J . 5 . Census).
White (1984) and Staples (1985) suggested 
that because of the different classes, income levels, 
and other factors, there is no typical 3!ack family. 
Wide varieties of family forms and characteristics car. 
be identified even within a given class or income 
level.
Famiiy_Characte r g.s t
One of the characteristics of the Black 
community is its emphasis on kinship among family 
members and extended family, in many .r.stances 
including members of the community (3i11 . ngs 1 ey , 1958;
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Staples, 1976). Nobles (1974) suggested that the 
individual's identity is always the group's identity, 
and that families function within this framework. 
Consequently, this reliance on kin is more pronounced 
in Black than in White families.
Another characteristic of the Black family is 
what Staples (1976) termed the fluid interchanging of 
roles. Billingsley (1967) reported men taking over the 
domestic responsibilities if women could find work. 
Children were also described as parenting younger 
children in the family. Hill (1972) suggested that men 
and women seem to share equally in making many 
decisions in the family. Hill further stated that 
while the woman has needed to be strong in order for 
the family to survive, she has not necessarily been 
dominant.
Hill (1972) and McGolderick, Pearce and 
Giordano (1982) indicated that a characteristic of 
the Black family is its strong religious orientation. 
They suggested that this is partly due to the fact 
that the church serves various functions for the 
Black family. Some of these functions include: 
offering an extended family and support system, offer­
ing social outlet, encouraging leadership and creative 
abilities, as well as providing for spiritual needs.
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Thompson (1974) characterized the Black 
church as the only powerful national organization 
including Blacks on all socioeconomic levels, developed 
and controlled solely by Blacks for themselves. He 
saw the church as the nucleus of Black unity and sur­
vival through slavery and post-slavery years; and the 
core of the civil rights movement.
Thompson (1974), however, observed that the 
Black masses on the whole are not as religious as they 
once were believed to be. His study showed that while 
90% of heads of families claimed to hold membership in 
some denomination, only 38% of fathers and 60% of 
mothers attended church regularly. He found that 21% 
of fathers and 15% of mothers seldom or never attended 
church. Tatum (1987) found in her study that two of 
the 20 families studied mentioned religious values as 
most important to teach children, but 4 of the 20 
families attended church. In his study, Willie (1985) 
indicated that 50% of Black families, as compared to 
39% of White families, participated in religious 
activities weekly. He found that 18% of Black 
families, contrasted with 39% of White families, never 
participate in religious activities. Tatum (1987) 
commented that the shift away from organized religion 
is not necessarily a shift away from spirituality, and
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reported one woman as explaining her preference for a 
more internal experience rather than a ritualized 
re 1igion.
L i. f e_Cyc_L e
Black children generally progress through 
the same major stages of growth and development from 
early childhood to adulthood that other children do. 
White (1994) suggests, however, that there are sub­
stantial differences between Black children and 
middle-class White children in terms of their psycho­
social experiences. During the critical developmental 
periods of early childhood, middle-adolescence, and 
young adulthood, the focus for Black rhildren is 
successively on physical closeness, survival, mastery 
of the oral tradition, coming to grips with oppression, 
ar.d resolving the mclusion-exclusion identity dilemma.
Because many Black children are born into 
families where the extended family shares in the nur­
turing and care of the child. Black children receive 
copious affection and physical closeness from varied 
significant others. From this the children observe and 
learn emotional closeness and interdependence. This 
fosters their trust m  others and helps to develp 
their own se 1 f -cor. f i dence .
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
50
White (1984) noted that Black children learn 
to walk, talk, dress themselves, and master basic con­
cepts such as up-down and left-right without much 
difficulty. Black preschool children are on schedule 
in sensory, motor, and cognitive development, and in 
the development of the self-esteem.
As the children grow up they learn by imita­
tion, discovery, and teaching that they are expected to 
work cooperatively with the family toward-the survival 
of the group. White (1984) suggested that poor Black 
children have contributed economically to their family 
from an early age working with their parents in some 
service job situations. They have also been resource­
ful in creating toys and games to entertain themselves, 
substituting for the lack of other material 
possessions.
At this time, also, survival skills and 
adaptive behaviors are learned in coping with the 
environment of the streets and other forces in their 
society which challenge their safety and self-esteem. 
They are confronted with major decisions about sex, 
drugs, theft, and physical combat much earlier than 
their White surburban counterparts (White, 1984).
Later, as they develop. Black children continue 
to discover and attempt to cope with the oppression as
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well as other conflicts and dilemmas that teenagers 
and other young adults face. Such attempts are 
sometimes manifested in rebellious acts against the 
perceived hostile society, such as gang activities, 
fighting, theft, drugs, street-corner crime, and 
sporadic attendance at school. Others attempt to 
combat their problems by developing their gifts and 
excelling in such areas as sports, the performing arts, 
and academic achievements.
White (1984) reported that eventually young 
Black adults are able to resolve the identity and 
inclusion-exclusion conflicts by recognizing and 
accepting both the African-American and Euro-American 
values which have influenced their lives.
Staples (1976) suggested that very early in 
life males and females are socialized in their roles. 
Heterosexual relationships usually develop at about the 
pre-adolescent age. Most parents advise children to 
remain chaste before marriage, mainly because of 
possible pregnancies and other resulting consequences, 
and less for moral reasons. Dating takes the form of 
meeting in the neighbourhoods and schools and not the 
usual activities found in the White middle class.
Sexual involvement begins shortly after dating. 
Eventually, most women desire a stable relationship
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and seek marriage. Black men do not. always feel the 
way their woman do. There are also fewer available 
males because of high mortality, incarceration, homo­
sexuality, and racial intermarriages.
Motherhood is seen as highly important for 
Black women and is even more meaningful than their 
role as wives. Although the child-rearing techniques 
of Black women are sometimes criticized. Staples (1976) 
argued that their techniques are geared to prepare the 
children for the kind of existence that is alien to the 
White middle class. Children are taught to deal with 
the realities of White racism. Girls are encouraged to 
be independent rather than passive, since they might 
have to bear economic responsibi1ites in adulthood.
The mortality rate for Black men is higher 
than that of Black women; consequently, over two-thirds 
of aged Black women are widows in comparison to 54% of 
similar White women. The Black person, according to 
Staples (1976), is not as likely to live with one of 
his or her children as are the White aged. On the 
contrary, grandmothers are more likely to take children 
and grandchildren into their own households.
There are, therefore, unique characteristics 
which can be observed in the Black family, some of 
which include cohesion and closeness, the importance of
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motherhood, early sexualization of children, the fluid 
role among members, the importance of the extended 
family, and the strong emphasis on religion.
In summary, this chapter has presented an 
overview of the Kinetic Family Drawing, the Semantic 
Differential Technigue, and the Black family. Dis­
cussion on the Kinetic Family Drawing focused on its 
history and development, its reliability and validity, 
and studies done on cross-cultural populations. 
Normative and developmental studies were also out­
lined. Studies showing the value of the Semantic 
Differential Technique in reflecting self-perceptions 
and family relationships were cited. The final section 
of this chapter outlined the history of thought on the 
Black family, its characteristics, and life cycle.
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METHODOLOGY
lYEe_2f_Beseac£h 
This was a correlational study in which find­
ings from the Kinetic Family Drawing were compared 
to the findings of the Semantic Differential Rating 
Scale with the ultimate purpose of beginning to vali­
date the Kinetic Family Drawing as an instrument for 
describing the perceptions of family relationships and 
the role of self in the family for Black children. It 
also sought to describe possible developmental changes 
of perceptions of self and family which might be 
reflected in the drawings of Black children.
£seula&i2Q-3Qd_§a!sel§_§sls££i2Q 
The subjects for this study were children 
from Grades 1 through 6 from selected school systems 
in Michigan, Indiana, and Illinois. Subjects were 
selected from a stratified random sample representing 
age, sex, grade level, rural and urban areas, and 
economic levels in the Midwest. The sample was intended 
to represent a nonclinic population; therefore, no child
54
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receiving mental-health or special education services 
was part of the group.
Five out of 16 school systems contacted 
responded positively to the request for students to 
participate in the study. From each of two of these 
school systems, one school was chosen randomly. All 
schools in the other three systems were used in order to 
obtain the number of Black students required for the 
study. Altogether, 12 schools participated in the 
study.
Grades 1 through 6 classes were randomly 
selected from each of these schools. Some schools had 
a smaller number of Black students in a smaller number 
of classes, necessitating the inclusion of all Black 
students who were present during the days of the 
testing. In larger schools, sample subjects were 
randomly selected from students in the randomly 
selected classes.
An equal number of boys and girls was 
chosen. With 35 boys and 35 girls from each grade a 
total number of 420 subjects was used in the study in 
order to yield a consistent intercorrelation matrix for 
the analysis of the 40 variables being tested. Sir 
Maurice Kendall (1975) suggested that there should be 
at least 10 times as many observations as dimensions.
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Sariablss
Eighty Kinetic Family Drawing variables were 
suggested by Burns (1982), with four variables added by. 
Cho (1987). A complete list of these variables is 
found in Appendix A. Thirty-six of the 84 Kinetic 
Family Drawing variables were selected and four were 
added by the researcher for this study because they 
seemed to hold some promise of accurately describing 
some of the characteristics of the Black family 
described in the professional literature. These 
variables are described on pages 61 and 62. Certain 
variables were selected because of their potential 
value for describing family relationships and the self- 
concept. These judgments were made after studying the 
comments on the Kinetic Family Drawing by Burns (1982) 
and Knoff and Prout (1985). Some variables had poten­
tial value for yielding information relating to more 
than one of the characteristics being studied.
This set of Kinetic Family Drawing variables 
was compared with the scores on the Semantic 
Differential Rating Scale. Concepts for this scale 
included: "Mother and Me," "Father and Me," "Me,"
and "My Whole Family." The Semantic Differential Rating 
Scale variables were determined from the results of a 
pilot study to determine the effectiveness of selected
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concepts and word pairs in measuring the perceptions of 
family relationships of Black children.
The 40 Kinetic Family Drawing variables used
were:
ACTDAD - Activity level of father
ACTMOM - Activity level of mother
ACTSEL - Activity level of self
C00PM0 - Cooperative mother
C00PDA - Cooperative father
C00PSE - Cooperative self
ACTSIB - Activity level of siblings
ARMMOM - Arm length of mother
ARMSEL - Arm length of self
BODSEL - Body completion of self
FACSEL - Face completion of self
PARMSD - Father missing
FAMPRES - Family members present
SIZSEL - Size of self
RSIZSEL - Relative size of self
ASCMOM - Ascendent mother
ASCSEL - Ascendent self
DIRDAD - Direction faced by father
DIRMOM - Direction faced by mother
DIRSEL - Direction faced by self
DISTMD - Distance from mother to father
DISTSD - Distance from self to father
DISTSM - Distance from self to mother
ORDM - Orientation between father and
mother
ORDS - Orientation between father and
self
ORMD - Orientation between mother and
father
ORMS - Orientation between mother and
self
ORSM - Orientation between self and
mother
ORSD - Orientation between self and
father
TBARRMD - Types of barriers between mother
and father
TBARRSD - Types of barriers between self
and father
TBARRSM - Types of barriers between self
and mother
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COMPART - Compartmentalization of figures
ENCAPS - Encapsulation of individual
f igures
LINBOT - Lining at the bottom
LINTOP - Lining at the top
□NDLIF - Underlining individual figures
LILIF - General impression of the family
from the drawing 
SEXSYM - Sexuality symbols present
REISYM - Religious symbols/activities
present
Table 1 shows the variables and family charac­
teristics to which they potentially relate.
Instrumentation 
The_Kinetic_Famiiy_Drawing
The development and evolution of the Kinetic 
Family Drawing has been described in the review of 
literature. The instructions, as given by Burns and 
Kaufman (1970), consist of asking a child who is 
comfortably seated to draw on a sheet of plain white 
paper his or her picture of everyone in his or her 
family, including self, DOING something. Instructions 
also include drawing whole people, not cartoons or 
stick people, with everyone DOING something.
B u r n s  and K a u f m a n ,  m  t h e i r  1972 i n t e r p r e t i v e  
m a n u a l ,  d e s c r i b e d  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , a c t i o n s ,  s t y l e s ,  a n d  
s y m b o l s  w h i c h  can be i d e n t i f i e d  in t he d r a w i n g s .
F i g u r e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a r e  s t a t i c  f i g u r e  
f e a t u r e s ,  e x a m p l e s  of w h i c h  w o u l d  be a r m  e x t e n s i o n s .
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TABLE I
KINETIC FAMILY DRAWING VARIABLES RELATED 
TO CHILD AND FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS
Characteristics Varia )les
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THE CHILD
Self-concept X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Role in the Family X X X X X X
Sexualization X X X
THE FAMILY
Cohesion and closeness X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
lole of family members X X X X X X X X
:amily leadership X X X X X X X
Extended family X
Imphasis on religion X X X X X
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elevated figures, erasures of parts of figures, figures 
on the back of the page, hanging, omission of body 
parts, omission of figures, and rotated figures. 
Interpretation of these characteristics would include 
the need for control, the need for dominance, conflict, 
and ambivalence of feelings.
Actions refer to movements of energy between 
people and objects and reflect the interpersonal 
relationships within the family. The energy passing 
between people is depicted by balls, lights, fires, 
sunshine, and ironing boards. The energy might 
represent anxiety, conflict, love, warmth, or 
avoidance.
Styles are approaches to the drawing of the 
family which reflect feelings of instability, isola­
tion, anxiety, defensiveness, and conflict. The styles 
identified are compartmentalization, encapsulation, 
lining at the bottom, underlining individual figures, 
edging, lining on the top, and folding 
compartmentalization.
Symbols are considered to be indications of 
unconscious material of the child. Symbols include 
brooms, bikes, an "A", an "X", and others. These 
symbols are interpreted from a psychoanalytic 
perspective.
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The scoring system used was developed by 
Burns (1982) and modified by Cho (1987). In his 
scoring system, Burns described 80 variables relating 
to the actions of the self, father, and mother figures, 
the positions, the distance, and the barriers of self, 
the styles of drawing, and general impression of the 
drawing.
The actions include activity level, 
communication level, cooperation level, masochistic 
tendency, narcissistic tendency, and tenseness of the 
self, father, and mother figures.
The physical characteristics refer to arm 
length, body completion, facial expression, size of 
feet, figure missing, figure size, teeth of self, 
father, and mother. The total number of family members, 
the number of siblings, and the sex of self are also 
included.
Also scored are positional, distance, and 
barrier characteristics. These include ascendance of 
self, father, and mother; number of barriers between 
mother and father; number of barriers between self and 
father; direction faced by father, mother, and self; 
distance between mother and father, between self and 
father, between self and mother; orientation between
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father and mother, between father and self, between 
mother and self.
The style dimension covers the degree of the 
presence of compartmentalizatlon, edging, encapsula­
tion, folding compartmentalization, lining on the 
bottom, lining on the top, underlining individual 
figures, and bird's-eye-view of the drawing.
A general impression of the examiner on the 
overall drawing, termed Like-To-Live-In-Family, is also 
recorded.
C h o 's modifications of Burns' scoring system 
included observing comparative sizes of figures instead 
of measuring actual sizes.. Cho also rated numbers and 
kinds of barriers differently from Burns. Instead of 
counting the number of barriers between the figures, 
ratings between "0" and "4" were given to increasingly 
significant barriers placed between two figures. A 
rating of "0" would be given to no significant barrier 
between two figures. A rating of " 4 " would be given to 
a barrier, such as a wall, which would eliminate visual 
contact.
The researcher added four variables:
1. The activity level of siblings was scored 
in the same manner as Burns scored activity levels of 
mother, father, and self. In his scoring system. Burns
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(1982) assigned a range of scores from ”0 ” to "8" 
representing least vigorous to most strenuous activities 
demonstrated by family members. (See Appendix B.)
2. Family members present were scored in the 
same manner as Burns (1982) scored number of siblings 
found m  the drawing. In the Burns scoring system, each 
sibling identified in the drawing was counted to arrive 
at a total number of siblings present.
3. Sexuality symbols present were scored by 
assigning a score of "1” for the presence of any 
sexuality symbol in the drawing and a score of "0” for 
the absence of symbols. A list of sexuality symbols 
compiled from Burns (1982) and Prout and Knoff (1985) 
appears in Appendix C.
4. Religious symbols/activities present were 
scored by assigning a score of “ 1" for the presence of 
any religious symbol or portrayal of religious activity 
m  the drawing and a score of ”0” for the absence of 
religious symbols or activities. A list of religious 
symbols and activities appears m  Appendix D.
ic_Qif f er en 1 1 a 1 _Fam i ly = Rat i ng_Sca le
The Kinetic Family Drawing was compared to 
the Semantic Differencial Family-Rating Scale in an 
attempt to validate the findings of the Kinetic Family
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Drawing. The Semantic Differential Technique was 
selected because of its well-recognized validity and 
reliability. It has been used successfully with Black 
populations (Krenkel, 1973; White. 1969).
It can be considered akin to a projective tool 
which elicits responses of concepts and feelings from an 
individual related to ideas, events, or objects. In 
1959, Kaufman reported a study which supported the 
thought that the Semantic Differential tapped the 
emotional state and unconscious responses of the 
individual.
The Semantic Differential has been shown to 
be a reliable and valid technique for measuring self- 
concept, family relationships, and attitude changes 
(Gage, 1963; Kaufman, 1959). It consists of an idea 
which is rated in terms of several criteria, which are 
pairs of bipolar adjectives at opposite ends of a 5- or 
7-point scale. The individual is asked to rate a 
concept somewhere on the scale between the two bipolar 
adjectives. Since grade-school children seem to work 
more effectively with the 5-step scale (Osgood, Suci,
& Tannenbaum, 1957), 5-point scales were used for 
this study.
As used by Cho (1987), the concepts of "Father 
and Me," "Mother and Me," "Me," and "My Whole Family"
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w e r e  r a t e d  a l o n g  t h e  5 - s t e p  s c a l e s  f r o m  o n e  to f i ve .
T h e  l eft  e n d  r e p r e s e n t e d  "1" a n d  t h e  r i g h t  e n d  
r e p r e s e n t e d  "S'', w i t h  "3" b e i n g  t h e  m i d p o i n t .  S c a l e s  
h a v i n g  n e g a t i v e  a d j e c t i v e s  on  t he  l e f t - h a n d  s i d e  w e r e  
s c o r e d  f r o m  0 to 4, w h i l e  s c a l e s  h a v i n g  p o s i t i v e  
a d j e c t i v e s  on the left s id e  w e r e  s c a r e d  f r o m  4 to 0.
D e v e l o p m e n t  of the I n s t r u m e n t
S ix  p u b l i c - s c h o o l  t e a c h e r s  of G r a d e s  1 
t h r o u g h  6, w h o s e  c l a s s e s  w e r e  c o m p r i s e d  m o s t l y  of B l a c k  
s t u d e n t s ,  w e r e  a s k e d  to e x a m i n e  a l i s t  of b i p o l a r  p a i r s  
o f w o r d s .  T h e s e  p a i r s  of w o r d s  w e r e  s e l e c t e d  by t he  
r e s e a r c h e r  on the b a s i s  t h a t  t h e y  s e e m e d  to be a b l e  to 
c o n v e y  or d e s c r i b e  a t t i t u d e s  t o w a r d  f a m i l y  m e m b e r s .  
P a i r s  of w o r d s  w e r e  a ls o  c h o s e n  b a s e d  on  t h e i r  f a c t o r  
l o a d i n g s .  T h e s e  f a c t o r  l o a d i n g s  as d e s c r i b e d  by 
O s g o o d ,  S u c i ,  a n d  T a n n e n b a u m  (1957) c o v e r  the t h r e e  
d i m e n s i o n s  of e v a l u a t i o n  (£), a c t i v i t y  (A), a n d  p o t e n c y  
(P). T e a c h e r s  w e r e  a s k e d  to e l i m i n a t e  w o r d s  b a s e d  on 
t h e i r  c o n n o t a t i v e  m e a n i n g  for B l a c k  s t u d e n t s  and 
a l s o  o n  t he f a m i l i a r i t y  of the w o r d s  to the s t u d e n t s .  
F or  w o r d  p a i r s  e l i m i n a t e d ,  t e a c h e r s  w e r e  a s k e d  to 
s u g g e s t  a 1 t e r n a * . v es  w h i c h  w o u l d  c o n v e y  the sa me  
m e a n  i n g .
T h e  r e s e a r c h e r  -hen c o m p i l e d  t he  l i s t s  a n d
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p r e s e n t e d  t h e  f i n d i n g s  to two B l a c k  p r o f e s s o r s  m  
e l e m e n t a r y  e d u c a t i o n .  F r o m  r e v i s i o n s  s u g g e s t e d  by 
t h e s e  p r o f e s s o r s ,  20 p a i r s  of w o r d s  a nd  f i v e  c o n c e p t s  
w e r e  c h o s e n  for the p i l o t  s t u d y .  T he  20 s c a l e s  
c h o s e n  for t h e  p i l o t  s t u d y  w e r e :  h a p p y - u n h a p p y  (E), 
c l e a n - d i r t y  (E), he 1 p f u 1 - h a r n f u 1 (E), d a r k - l i g h t  (P), 
s m o o t h - r o u g h  (P), s l o w - f a s t  (A), l i t t l e - b i g  (P), g o o d -  
b ad (E), w a r m - c o l d  (A), w e a k - s t r o n g  (P), k i n d - u n k i n d  
(El, f r i e n d l y - u n f r i e n d I y  (E), b o r i n g - i n t e r e s t i n g  (E,A), 
s w e e t - s o u r  (E), u g l y - b e a u t i f u l  (E), f u l l - e m p t y  (P), 
h e a v y - l i g h t  (P), i m p o r t a n t - u n i m p o r t a n t  (A,E), q u i e t -  
n o i s y  (E,P), l o v e - h a t e  (A). T h e  f iv e  c o n c e p t s  c h o s e n  
w e r e :  " F a t h e r  an d  M e, "  " M o t h e r  a nd  M e , ” " M e , ” "My
W h o l e  F a m i l y , "  an d  " G r a n d m o t h e r  a nd  Me."
P i l o t  S t u d y
F iv e  B l a c k  b o y s  a nd f i v e  B l a c k  g i r l s  f r o m
G r a d e s  1 t h r o u g h  6 m  a M i c h i g a n  p u b l i c  s c h o o l  w e r e
a d m i n i s t e r e d  the S e m a n t i c  D i f f e r e n t i a l  i n st r u m e n t  w h i c h  
h a d  b e e n  d e v e l o p e d .  To d e t e r m i n e  the c o r r e l a t i o n  
b e t w e e n  e a c h  s c a l e  a nd the c o n c e p t  s c o re  as a w h o l e ,  a 
p o i n t - m u l t i s e r i a I  r o r r e l a t i o n  w a s  u s ed . T h e  p o i n t -  
m u l t i s e r i a l  c o r r e l a t i o n s  r a n g e d  f r o m  .0789 to .9644 as 
d i s p l a y e d  in Appendi:-: F.
T h e  sterns w i t h  :>o i r. t-niu 11 i ser . a 1 c o r r e l a t i o n s
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below .3 and above .8 were eliminated except one. The 
pairs slow-fast, little-big, ugly-beautiful, heavy- 
light, quiet-noisy were eliminated because of their 
low point-multiserial correlations. One item with a 
point-multiserial correlation lower than .3 was kept 
for its face validity. The concept of "Grandmother and 
Me" was eliminated because it contained 15 point- 
multiserial correlations over .8, with most of them 
being over .9.
Fifteen pairs of words were eventually chosen 
for the main study: happy-unhappy (E), clean-dirty (E), 
helpful-harmful (E), dark-light (P), smooth-rough (P), 
good-bad (E), warm-cold (A), weak-strong (P), kind- 
unkind (E), friendly-unfriendly (E), boring-interesting 
(E,A), sweet-sour (E), full-empty (P), important- 
unimportant (A,E), love-hate (A). The Semantic Differ­
ential Scales consisted of four concepts: "Father and
Me," "Mother and Me," "Me," and "My Whole Family."
These scales were rated on each of the 15 bipolar 
scales.
A demographic questionnaire was also 
administered. Questions about age, sex, number of 
family members living at home, occupation of parents, 
number of brothers, number of sisters, other people 
living at home, and family members not living at home
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were included. The demographic questionnaire appears in 
Appendix F.
Eield_EE2£sduEes_and_Da4a_eQllssii20
Data were collected by the researcher and 
trained assistants. Training for assistants included:
1. An introduction to the philosophy and 
outline of the principles behind the particular 
projective tools being used
2. An explanation of the purpose of the
study
3. An opportunity to practice giving the 
Instruments to selected children.
A written request was submitted to selected 
school systems outlining the purpose, value, and 
procedures of the study (see Appendix G). Copies of 
the instruments accompanied this request (see Appendices 
H and I). Following subsequent permission from these 
school systems, an APL random-number generator was used 
to select schools, classes, and students to be studied 
with respect to demographic information for adequate 
stratification.
The subjects were given the instructions for 
the Kinetic Family Drawing individually and asked to 
draw their picture. After this was completed, the
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inst.ruct.ians for the Semantic Differential Family 
Rating Scale were read and explained to each child.
The demographic questionnaire was completed during an 
interview between the examiner and each child. The 
Kinetic Family Drawing, Semantic Differential Family 
Rating Scale, and demographic questionnaire were 
numerically coded to protect anonymity of the subjects.
5s3saE£b_Qus3£iaa3_aQd_Hxes&bs3ss
This study sought to address the following 
questions:
1. Is the Kinetic Family Drawing useful for 
obtaining valid information on how Black children 
pejrceive their families?
2. How do Black children draw their families?
3. Are there differences between age groups 
in perceptions of self and family relationships?
Questions two and three regarding how Black 
children draw their families, and the differences in 
perceptions of self and the family relationships within 
age groups were both treated descriptively. No 
hypotheses, therefore, were generated for these two 
questions. Hypotheses were formulated to address the 
first research question. They are stated in null form.
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3zea&hssis-l
There is no significant correlation between 
the scores obtained for the Kinetic Family Drawing on 
the variables regarding the drawing of the self and 
scores obtained from the Semantic Differential on the 
concepts “Mother and Me," "Father and Me," "Me," and 
"My Whole Family."
Hzes&bs3i3_2
There is no significant correlation between 
the scores obtained from the Kinetic Family Drawing on 
the variables regarding the drawings of the family and 
the scores obtained from the Semantic Differential on 
the concepts of "Father and Me," "Mother and Me," "Me," 
and "My Whole Family."
MyEathgsis_3
There is no significant correlation between 
the scores obtained from the Kinetic Family Drawing 
variables and the scores obtained from the Semantic 
Differential on the concepts of "Father and Me," "Mother 
and Me," "Me," and "My Whole Family."
Statistical_Analysis 
To test the null hypotheses, the statisical 
analysis involved using a correlation matrix, focusing
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on the 40 X 4 section. A canonical correlation 
analysis was used to identify any correlation between 
the combinations of the Kinetic Family Drawing varia­
bles and the Semantic Differential variables. This 
was conducted in an effort to identify the variables 
from both instruments which showed some relationship, 
thus suggesting the validity of the Kinetic Family 
Drawing variables. Four regression analyses were 
conducted, each relating the 40 Kinetic Family Drawing 
variables to one of the Semantic Differential variables. 
The Alpha was set at the .05 level for all tests. The 
data were also treated descriptively.
The statistical treatment of data was done 
on the Xerox Sigma IX Computer at the Andrews Univer­
sity Computing Center. Scoring was done by the ITEMWT 
item-analysis program, yeilding the mean, standard 
deviation, standard error of the mean, reliability 
coefficient Alpha, and standard error of measurement 
for the scale as a whole, and point-multiserial- 
correlation coeffecients for each item. It also 
provided the information concerning the demographic 
characteristics of the sample. The Bio-Medical Program 
BMDP6M was employed to perform the canonical correla­
tion analysis, and the BMDP2R was utilized to perform 
the step-wise multiple-regression analysis.
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ShaE&S£-Symsa££
In this chapter the type of research as well 
as the description of the population and sample selec­
tion were outlined. The chapter also described the 
variables which were studied and the instruments (the 
Kinetic Family Drawing and the Semantic Differential 
Family Scale). The development of the Semantic Differen­
tial, the pilot study, and the collection of data were 
also delineated. The null hypotheses and the statisti­
cal analyses were presented.
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C H A P T E R  IV 
P R E S E N T A T I O N  AND A N A L Y S I S  OP D A T A
C h a p t e r  IV p r e s e n t s  t h e  d a t a  o b t a i n e d  f r o m  
t he s a m p l e  s t u d i e d  an d  t h e  a n a l y s i s  of d a t a  c o n c e r n i n g  
the c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  t h e  r a t i n g s  f r o m  t h e K i n e t i c  
F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  a n d  the S e m a n t i c  D i f f e r e n t i a l  F a m i l y  
scale.
T h i s  c h a p t e r  is d i v i d e d  into f i v e  s e c t i o n s :
(1) d e m o g r a p h i c  d a t a  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e s a m p l e ,  (2) p s y c h o  
m e t r i c  i n f o r m a t i o n  for t h e S e m a n t i c  d i f f e r e n t i a l  F am i l 
S c a l e ,  (3) b a s i c  d a t a  f r o m  the s tu dy ,  (4) t h e  
h y p o t h e s e s  a n d r e l a t e d  d at a , a n d (5; d e v e l o p m e n t a l  
data.
D e m o g r  a p h i c _ D a t a _ o f  _ t h e _ S a m p  l.e
T h e  s u b j e c t s  for t h i s  s t u d y  w e r e  210 m a l e  a n d  
2 10  f e m a l e  s t u d e n t s  in G r a d e s  1 t h r o u g h  6, s e l e c t e d  as 
a s t r a t i f i e d  r a n d o m  s a m p l e  f r o m  f i v e  p u b l i c - s c h o o l  
s y s t e m s  in M i c h i g a n ,  I n d i a n a ,  a nd  I l l i n o i s .
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S e x _ a n d _ G r a d e _ L e v e l , s _ g f  _ t h e  
SaSSEle— Subjects
F r o m  t h e  12 s c h o o l s  i n v o l v e d  in the s t u d y ,  35 
b o y s  a n d  35 g i r l s  w e r e  r a n d o m l y  c h o s e n  f ro m  e a c h  of the 
six g r a d e s ,  e x c e p t  in t h o s e  s c h o o l s  w i t h  s m a l l e r  
n u m b e r s  of B l a c k  s t u d e n t s .  In t h o s e  s i t u a t i o n s  all 
s t u d e n t s  p a r t i c i p a t e d .
A g e _ o  f _ the_Samg_l e _ 3 u h j e c t s
T h e  a g e  of t h e  e n t i r e  s a m p l e  r a n g e d  f r o m  5 
to 13 y e a r s ,  w i t h  the m e a n  a g e  as 9 . 3 0  y e a r s  (Tab le  2). 
M o s t  s u b j e c t s  w e r e  b e t w e e n  7 a nd 12 y e a r s .  S i n c e  the 
d a t a  w e r e  c o l l e c t e d  d u r i n g  M a r c h ,  A p r i l ,  a n d  May, s o m e  
f i r s t  g r a d e r s  w e r e  a l r e a d y  7, a nd s o m e  s i x th  g r a d e r s  
wer e 13.
N u m b e  r _ o f  _Famj. 1 ^ _ M e m b e £ S  
Li.vi.ng_i n _ H o u s e h o  l.d
T h e  n u m b e r  of f a m i l y  m e m b e r s  l i v i n g  in the 
h o u s e h o l d  r a n g e d  f r o m  2 to 12, w i t h  an a v e r a g e  of 5.4. 
The U.S. C e n s u s  for 1995 r e p o r t e d  the a v e r a g e  s i z e  of 
h o u s e h o l d s  as 2 . 6 6  ( 1533 U.S. C e n s u s ; .  T a b l e  3 p r e ­
s e n t s  d a t a  c o m p a r i n g  h o u s e h o l d  s i z e s  for t h i s  s t u dy  
w i t h  t he B l a c k  p o p u l a t i o n  in the U n i t e d  S t a t e s .  T h i s  
i n f o r m a t i o n  is c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  the n o r m a t i v e  d a t a  from 
the s u b j e c t s *  K i n e t i c  F a m . 1 / D r a w i n g s .  The a v e r a g e
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TABLE 2 
SAMPLE DISTRIBUTION BY AGE
Age S a m p l e P e r c e n t a g e
6 24 5.71
7 68 16 .19
9 55 13 .10
9 76 18. 10
10 70 16. 67
1 1 70 16.67
12 47 11.18
1 3 10 2 .38
T o t a l 420 100
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T A B L E  3
S A M P L E  D I S T R I B U T I O N  B Y  F A M I L Y  S I Z E
N u m b e r  of F a m i l y  
M e m b e r s  P r e s e n t S a m p l e
P e r c  
S a m p l e
e n t a g e
B l a c k  
F a m i l y  *
2 16 3 . 82 3 1.5
3 77 18 .34 26. 1
4 79 1 8.81 20 .5
5 82 19 .53 12.6
6 58 13.81 4.9
7 36 8 .57 4 . 5 * *
8 18 4 . 29
9 22 5 .24
10 23 5.48
11 3 .72
12 6 1.43
T o t a l 420 100 100
* 1986 U. S. C e n s u s  d a t a
** D e n o t e s  7 a n d  a b o v e
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n u m b e r  of  f a m i l y  m e m b e r s  present, m  t he d r a w i n g s  waa 
5. 193.
T h e  d i s p a r i t y  b e t w e e n  t he s a m p l e  d a t a  a nd t he 
□.S. C e n s u s  m i g h t  be e x p l a i n e d  by t he d i f f e r i n g  
d e f i n i t i o n s  u s e d  by the C e n s u s  an d  m o s t  3 I a c k  
i n d i v i d u a l s .  T h e  U . S .  C e n s u s  d e f i n i t i o n  of t h e  f a m i l y  
r e f e r s  to a g r o u p  of t wo  or m o r e  p e r s o n s  r e l a t e d  by 
b i r t h ,  m a r r i a g e ,  or a d o p t i o n  a n d  r e s i d i n g  t o g e t h e r  in a 
h o u s e h o l d ;  w h i l e  for B l a c k s ,  p e o p l e  l i v i n g  in t he 
h o u s e h o l d  b e c o m e  f a m i l y  e v e n  if n o t  r e l a t e d .  S t a p l e s  
(1976) r e p o r t e d  t h a t ,  for B l a c k s ,  i n d i v i d u a l s  n o t  
r e l a t e d  by b l o o d ,  m a r r i a g e ,  or l egal a d o p t i o n  c a n  a ls o 
be r e f e r r e d  to a n d  r e g a r d e d  as  k i n s m e n .
W i l l i e  (1985) s t u d i e d  24 B l a c k  a n d  24 W h i t e  
f a m i l i e s  f r o m  p o or , w o r k i n g ,  a n d  m i d d l e  c l a s s e s .  T he 
a v e r a g e  f a m i l y  s u e  of h i s  B l a c k  f a m i l i e s  is s i m i l a r  to 
the a v e r a g e  f a m i l y  s i r e  of t h i s  r e s e a r  sh s a m p l e .  He 
r e p o r t e d  t h a t  for B l a c k s ,  t he  a v e r a g e  was t h r e e  
c h i l d r e n  per h o u s e h o l d .
N u m b e r _ o f _ B r o t h e r  s _a nd _ Ci , 3t er s
T a b l e  4 p r e s e n t s  d a t a  c o n c e r n i n g  t he  s i b l i n g s  
of the s u b j e c t s .  T he n u m b e r  of b r o t h e r s  r a n g e d  f ro m  
0-9, and the n u m b e r  of s i s t e r s  r a n g e d  f ro m  0 -9. T he  
a v e r a g e  n u m b e r  of b r o t h e r s  w a s  1.56, and the a v e r a g e
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T A B L E  4
S A M P L E  D I S T R I B U T I O N  B Y  N U M B E R  O F 
B R O T H E R S  AND S I S T E R S
N u m b e r  of 
B r o t h e r s S a m p  1e %
N u m b e r  of 
S i s t e r s S a m p l e %
0 94 22 . 38 0 117 2 7 . 8 6
1 149 3 5 .4 8 1 146 3 4. 76
2 96 22 .86 2 83 19.76
3 50 11 .90 3 43 10. 24
4 13 3 . 10 4 14 3.33
5 9 2.14 5 7 1.67
6 4 .95 6 1 .24
7 0 .00 7 2 .48
8 3 .71 3 1 . 24
9 2 .48 Q 6 1.43
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n u m b e r  of s i s t e r s  w as  1.46. T h e  a v e r a g e  n u m b e r  of
s i b l i n g s  f or  e a c h  s u b j e c t  w a s  3.02.
E 35* i iZ _ M e m b e r  s_ i.n_ t h e _ S a m e  
H o u s e h o l d
T a b l e  5 p r e s e n t s  t h e  d ata  o n  o t h e r  f a m i l y  
m e m b e r s  l i v i n g  in t he sa me  h o u s e h o l d .  T wo  h u n d r e d  a n d  
s ix  s u b j e c t s  r e p o r t e d  h a v i n g  f a t h e r s  l i v i n g  at h o m e .
Of  the 214 who h a d  no f a t h e r  l i v i n g  at h o m e ,  12 had 
s t e p f a t h e r s  a nd  4 h ad m o t h e r ’s b o y f r i e n d  l i v i n g  at 
h o m e .  T h r e e  h u n d r e d  a n d  n i n e t y - n i n e  s u b j e c t s  h a d  
m o t h e r s  l i v i n g  at h ome. O f  the 21 who h a d  no m o t h e r  
l i v i n g  at  h o m e  4 h a d  s t e p m o t h e r s ,  w h i l e  2 h a d  f a t h e r ’s 
g i r l f r i e n d  l i v i n g  at home.
W h i l e  t he  3 u ; : r i t y  of s u b j e c t s  d i d  n o t  h a v e  
g r a n d p a r e n t s ,  a u n t s ,  u n c l e s ,  or c o u s i n s  l i v i n g  a t h o me , 
1 9 . 5 2 %  d id h a v e  g r a n d m o t h e r s ;  7 .3 % h ad  g r a n d f a t h e r s ;  
1 2 . 3 %  h a d  a u n t s ;  1 5 . 48 %  h a d  u n c l e s ;  and 1 7 . 6 2 %  h a d  
c o u s i n s  l i v i n g  at h ome.
v e d _ D g m  ^ na  n t _ £ i g u r  e 
i Q _ H o u s e h o l d
T h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  w a s  d e r i v e d  f r o m  a s k i n g  the 
q u e s t i o n :  Who m  your h o u s e  do y ou a sk p e r m i s s i o n  to go
s o m e w h e r e ?  T a b l e  5 p r e s e n t s  d a t a  c o n c e r n i n g  the 
p e r c e i v e d  d o m i n a n t  fig ur e.  T he d o m i n a n t  f i g u r e  was 
p e r c e i v e d  as m o t h e r  by 6 1 . 6 7 %  of the s u b j e c t s ,  as
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T A B L E  5
F A M I L Y  M E M B E R S  IN T H E  S A M E  H O U S E H O L D
F a m i l y  M e m b e r s S a m p  1e P e r c e n t a g e
F a t h e r s 206 4 9 . 0 5
M o t h e r s 399 9 5 . 0 0
A u n t s 54 12 .86
U n c l e s 65 15. 48
G r a n d m o t h e r s 92 1 9. 52
G r a n d f a t h e r s 33 7.86
C o u s i n s 74 1 7.62
S t e p f a t h e r s 12 2.85
S t e p m o t h e r s 4 .90
M o m s ’ B o y f r i e n d 4 .96
□ads'  G i r l f r i e n d 2 .48
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T A B L E  6
PERCEIVED DOMINANT FIGURE IN 
HOUSEHOLD
F i g u r e S a m p l e %
F a t h e r 39 9 . 2 9
M o t h e r 259 6 1 . 6 7
B o t h 90 2 1 . 4 3
O t h e r 32 7 .62
To ta 1
O 
I 
CM 
i
 ^
i
1 00
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
o p p o s e d  to 9 . 2 9 %  w h o  p e r c e i v e d  f a t h e r  as t h e  d o m i n a n t  
f i g u r e .  It s h o u l d  be n o t e d ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h a t  5 0 . 9 5 %  of 
t he  s u b j e c t s  r e p o r t e d  f a t h e r  m i s s i n g  f ro m  the 
h o u s e h o l d .  B o t h  f a t h e r  a n d  m o t h e r  w e r e  p e r c e i v e d  as 
e q u a l l y  d o m i n a n t  for 2 1 . 4 3 %  of t he  s u b j e c t s .  T h e s e  
n u m b e r s  s u g g e s t  t h a t  8 3 . 1 %  of the s u b j e c t s  p e r c e i v e d  
m o t h e r  a s h a v i n g  s o m e  d o m i n a n c e ,  w h i l e  3 0 . 7 2 %  of the 
s u b j e c t s  p e r c e i v e d  f a t h e r  as h a v i n g  s o m e  d o m i n a n c e  in 
the h o u s e h o l d .  W i t h  1 8 . 3 3 %  of t he  s u b j e c t s  w ho 
r e p o r t e d  no p e r c e p t i o n  of f a t h e r  d o m i n a n c e  e v e n  w h e n  
f a t h e r  w a s  p r e s e n t  in the h o u s e h o l d ,  m o t h e r  w as 
r e p o r t e d  to be the d o m i n a n t  f i g u r e  for t he  m a j o r i t y  of 
t he  s u b j e c t s .
Q:S£yEdt i.gn_o f _Par. e n t  s
T a b l e  7 p r e s e n t s  d a t a  a b o u t  the s o c i o e c o n o m i c  
s t a t u s  of the f a m i l i e s  of t he s u b j e c t s .  T h e  f a t h e r s  o 
4 5 . 7 1 %  of the s u b j e c t s  w e r e  m a n u a l  w o r k e r s ,  w h i l e  26% 
of the m o t h e r s  w e r e  h o u s e w i v e s  a n d  22% m a n u a l  w o r k e r s .  
F a t h e r s  of 8 . 1 0 %  of the s u b j e c t s  w e r e  r e p o r t e d  to be 
u n e m p l o y e d  c o m p a r e d  tc the 1 4 .5 %  u n e m p l o y m e n t  r at e  for 
B l a c k s  in the U n i t e d  S t a t e s  in 1987 (1938 U.S.
C e n s u s ).
The o c c u p a t i o n  if f a t h e r  w a s  r e p o r t e d  to 
be u n k n o w n  for 1 5 . 6 7 %  of t he s u b j e c t s .  P o s s i b l e
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T A B L E  7 
O C C U P A T I O N  OF  P A R E N T S
O c c u p a t i o n
of F a t h e r  S a m p l e  %
O c c u p a t i o n  
of M o t h e r S a m p l e %
T e a c h e r 16 3.31 T e a c h e r 28 6 .60
M a n u a l  w o r k e r 192 4 5 . 7 1 M a n u a l  w o r k e r 96 2 2 . 8 6
G o v e r n m e n t G o v e r n m e n t
w o r k e r 34 8 . 10 w o r k e r 23 5 .48
M i n i  s ter 6 1.43 H o u s e w i f e 111 2 6 . 4 3
S t u d e n t 5 1 . 19 S t u d e n t 18 4 .29
F a r m e r 1 .24 F a r m e r 0 0 . 0 0
O f f i c e  w o r k e r 36 a .57 O f f i c e  w o r k e r 71 16.96
M e d i c a l  w o r k e r 11 2.62 M e d i c a l  w o r k e r 41 9. 76
U n e m p l o y e d 34 8 .10 U n e m p l o y e d 9 2. 14
U n k n o w n 70 16.67 U n k n o w n 14 3.34
D e c e a s e d 5 1 . 19 D e c e a s e d 0 0. 00
O t h e r 10 2 .38 O t h e r 9 2. 14
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e x p l a n a t i o n s  for t h i s  n u m b e r  i n c l u d e :  (1) A b s e n c e  of
f a t h e r  f r o m  t h e  h o m e  m ay r e s u l t  in l a c k  of i n f o r m a t i o n  
on faw.ier's job s i t u a t i o n  (with 5 0 . 5 %  of t he s u b j e c t s  
w h o  r e p o r t e d  f a t h e r  as a b s e n t  f r o m  t he  h o me , a n d  o n l y  
1 6 . 6 7 %  of the s u b j e c t s  w h o  r e p o r t e d  f a t h e r ’s o c c u p a t i o n  
to be u n k n o w n , it w o u l d  s e e m  t h a t  so me  c h i l d r e n  m i g h t  
s t i l l  be a w a r e  of f a t h e r ’s w o r k ,  p e r h a p s  s u g g e s t i n g  
t h a t  f a t h e r  a b s e n c e  m i g h t  n ot  a l w a y s  m e a n  l ack  of 
f a t h e r  a w a r e n e s s  or i n v o l v e m e n t ) ;  (2) Y o u n g e r  c h i l d r e n  
m a y  n o t  be a w a r e  of or a b l e  to label w h a t  f a t h e r  d o e s .
(3) S u b j e c t s  may h a v e  b e e n  r e l u c t a n t  to a c k n o w l e d g e  a 
v o c a t i o n  w h i c h  m i g h t  n ot live up  to t h e i r  e x p e c t a t i o n .
I nfor_ m a t i o n _  A b o u t  _ t h e _  S e m a n t i c  
□ if f er en t i ai _£ a mi l .y _S g a l.e
T h e  S e m a n t i c  D i f f e r e n t i a l  F a m i l y  s c a l e  w a s  
a d m i n i s t e r e d  to s t u d e n t s  a l o n g  w i t h  the K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  
D r a w i n g .  Item a n a l y s i s  w a s  p e r f o r m e d  on e a c h  s e p a r a t e  
c o n c e p t  to o b t a i n  t he r e l i a b i l i t y  for e a c h  c o n c e p t  
as w e l l  as t he  po m t - m u l  1 1 ser i a 1 c o r r e l a t i o n  
c o e f f i c i e n t  for e a c h  i n d i v i d u a l  i te m w i t h i n  e a c h  
c o n c e p t .
T h e  h i g h e s t  p o s s i b l e  s c o r e  for e a c h  c o n c e p t  
w a s  60. T a b l e  3 p r e s e n t s  the r e l i a b i l i t y  for e a c h 
c o n c e p t  s c a l e  as e s t i m a t e d  by the C r o n b a c h  c o e f f i c i e n t  
a l p h a ,  m e a s u r i n g  i n t e r n a l  t o n s i s t e n c y , as w ell  as m e a n
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T A B L E  8
C R O N B A C H  C O E F F I C I E N T  A L P H A ,  M E A N ,  
A N D  S T A N D A R D  D E V I A T I O N  FO R 
T H E  S E M A N T I C  D I F F E R E N T I A L
S c a l e  N of I terns M e a n Std. D ev .
C r o n b a c h  
A l p h a
M e 15 4 9 . 5 6 7 9 .973 .7 9 48
M o t h e r  a n d  Me 15 5 1 . 8 8 3 9 .048 . 80 1 9
F a t h e r  a n d  Me 15 4 9 . 4 3 6 9 .745 .8 3 48
M y  W h o l e  F a m i l y 15 5 0 . 8 1 4 9 .72 1 .8 2 47
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a n d  s t a n d a r d  d e v i a t i o n  for e i c h  c o n c e p t  s c a l e .  T h e  
p o i n t - m u l t i s e r i a 1 c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t  f or e a c h  
s c a l e ,  m e a s u r i n g  the c o n s i s t e n c y  b e t w e e n  t h a t  s c a l e  and 
t h e  o v e r a l l  c o n c e p t  s c o r e ,  is p r e s e n t e d  in A p p e n d i x  J. 
T h e  o b t a i n e d  r e l i a b i l i t y  c o e f f i c i e n t s  a l p h a  r a n g e d  f r o m 
. 7 94 8 to .8348, a nd t h e  p o i n t - m u l t i s e r l a l  c o r r e l a t i o n s  
r a n g e d  f r o m  .3199 to .7047 . T h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  of the 
i n s t r u m e n t  w a s  e s t a b l i s h e d .
! § s i c _ D a t a  
T h e _ S e m a n t  i. c _D .if f e r j n t i a  1 _Sca.l e
T a b l e  9 p r e s e n t s  t h e  m e a n s  and s t a n d a r d  
d e v i a t i o n s  of the r a t i n g s  o n e a c h  s c a l e  of  t he  S e m a n t i c  
D i f f e r e n t i a l  for the four c o n c e p t s :  "M e," " M o t h e r  a n d 
M e, "  " F a t h e r  a nd M e , "  a nd  "My W h o l e  F a m i l y . "  T h e  i t e ms 
w i t h  a s t e r i s k s  h a v e  t h e  n e g a t i v e  a d j e c t i v e  at t h e  r i g h t  
s i d e  of t he  r e s p o n s e  s c a l e ,  a nd, t h e r e f o r e ,  w e r e  s c o r e d  
f r o m  4 (e.g., h a p p y )  to 0 (e.g., u n h a p p y ) .  T h e  o t h e r
i t em s,  h a v i n g  the p o s i t i v e  a d j e c t i v e s  at the r i g h t  
s i d e ,  w e r e  s c o r e d  fr om  0 to 4. For e a c h  item, the 
h i g h e r  s c o r e  i n d i c a t e s  the mo re p o s i t i v e  r e s p o n s e .
T h e  n e u t r a l  p o i n t  in e a c h  c a s e  is 2.
The_Kineti.c_Famiiy_3r.aw_ing
M e a s u r e s  of c e n t r a l  v a l u e  and s t a n d a r d  
d e v i a t i o n  for e a c h  K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  v a r i a b l e  are
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TABLE 9
MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION 
OF THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL 
ITEMS
Me Mother & Me Father & Me My Whole Family
Item X S X S X S X S
Happy-Unhappy* 3.6095 .9113 3.7143 .7933 3.5310 1.0278 3.5714 .9382
Clean-Dirty* 3.6762 .8847 3.8167 .5840 3.6357 .8702 3.7570 .6756
Helpful-Harmful* 3.4071 1.1004 3.6476 .8113 3.4357 1.0959 3.5190 .9708
Dark-Light 2.3739 1.6042 2.6357 1.4780 2.1905 1.6179 2.4710 1.5189
Smooth-Rough* 3.0856 1.3652 3.2929 1.1896 3.0333 1.3675 2.2167 1.2468
Good-Bad* 3.4048 1.0915 3.6429 .8853 3.4571 1.0706 3.5610 .9107
Warm-Cold* 3.3643 1.1697 3.4595 1.0595 3.2952 1.2020 3.4119 1.0877
Weak-Strong 3.1976 1.2651 3.2286 1.2665 3.3262 1.2439 3.3357 1.1619
Kind-Unkind* 3.4429 1.1136 3.6333 .9417 3.3976 1.1852 3.3580 .0498
Friendly-Unfriendly* 3.0000 .9202 3.6739 .8606 3.5476 .9892 3.6238 .9068
Boring-Interesting 3.0286 1.4324 3.0810 1.3983 3.0429 1.4303 2.9810 1.4158
Sweet-Sour* 3.3095 1.1641 3.4976 1.0737 1.3548 1.1375 3.4381 1.0607
Full-Empty* 2.9262 1.3978 3.1524 1.2245 3.0619 1.2780 3.0952 1.2590
Important-Unimportant* 3.4690 1.8645 3.5976 .9540 3.5023 1.0489 3.5190 .9739
Love-Hate* 3.6414 .8883 3.8095 .6887 3.6238 .9605 3.7330 .7281
X = Mean
S = Standard Deviation 
* = Items Rated Negatively
8 8
p r e s e n t e d  tn T a b l e s  10 to 12. A p p e n d i x  K g i v e s  the 
f r e q u e n c y  t a b l e s  f or s c o r e s  for the 40 K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  
D r a w i n g  v a r i a b l e s .
K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  V a r i a b l e s  
R e g a r d i n g  S el f
T a b l e  10 p r e s e n t s  d a t a  on the v a r i a b l e s  
r e g a r d i n g  t h e  s elf. T h e  p o r t r a y a l  of t h e  s e l f  f i g u r e  
by m o s t  s u b j e c t s  w a s  f a i r l y  c o m p l e t e ,  w i t h  t h e  m e a n  
a c t i v i t y  level as h i g h  as o t h e r  f a m i l y  m e m b e r s .
SuDjects drew an appropriate relative size of self 
within the family.
S c a r e s  on  t he o r i e n t a t i o n  v a r i a b l e s  
i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  n e i t h e r  the s el f f i g u r e s  nor t h e  p a r e n t  
f i g u r e s  t e n d e d  to f ac e  e a c h  o t h e r .  T h e  s e l f  f i g u r e  
t e n d e d  to f a c e  a w a y  f r o m  m a j o r  f i g u r e s  in t h e  d r a w i n g .  
T he  m e a n  s c o r e  for s i g n i f i c a n t  b a r r i e r s  w a s  1.371 
b e t w e e n  self a n d  f a t h e r ,  a n d  1.223 b e t w e e n  s e l f  and 
m o t h e r .  No b a r r i e r s  w e r e  d i s p l a y e d  b e t w e e n  s e l f  a nd  
f a t h e r  f or  3 5 . 4 %  of t he d r a w i n g s ,  w h i l e  4 1 . 4 %  d i s p l a y e d  
no b a r r i e r s  b e t w e e n  s elf  a nd m o t h e r .
K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  
V a r i a b l e s  R e g a r d i n g  F a m i l y
D a t a  on the v a r i a b l e s  r e g a r d i n g  t he f a m i l y  
a re  p r e s e n t e d  in T a b l e  11. T h e  d a t a  s h o w  t h a t  the m e a n  
a c t i v i t y  l e v e l s  of m o t h e r ,  f a t h e r ,  a n d  s i b l i n g s  w e r e
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TABLE 10
NORMATIVE DATA ON THE KINETIC FAMILY 
DRAWING VARIABLES REGARDING SELF
Var iable Mean Mode Std . Dev.
Activity level of self 4 .427 5.000 (46.8%) 1.853
Cooperative self 1.196 0.000 (51.2%) 1.428
Arm length of self 2 .820 3.000 (38.?%) 1.130
Body completion of self 4 .652 5.000 (83.6%) 1.015
Face completion of self 2 .548 3.000 (71.2%) 0.849
Size of self 60 .083 30.000 ( 5.9%) 51.618
Relative size of self 0 .078 0.000 (92.2%) 0.268
Ascendent self 3 .335 3.000 ( 34.5%) 1.224
Direction faced by self 1.489 1.000 (77.0%) 0.963
Distance, self to father 86 .407 50.000 ( 3.4%) 67.661
Distance, self to mother 81 .931 20.000 ( 3.6%) 84 .939
Orientation, father and self 0 . 104 0.000 (86.0%) 0.348
Orientation, mother and self 0 .151 0.000 (84.9%) 0.358
Orientation, self and mother 0 .135 0.000 (86.5%) 0.342
Orientation, self and father 0 .133 0.000 (35.4%) 1.340
Barriers, self and father 1.371 0.000 (35.4%) 1.412
Barriers, self and mother 1.223 0.000 (4 1.4%) 1.396
The figures in parentheses are the percentage of 
cases whose items were rated at the modal value.
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TABLE 11
NORMATIVE DATA ON THE KINETIC FAMILY 
DRAWING VARIABLES REGARDING FAMILY
Variable Mean Mode Std . Dev.
Activity level of father 4.151 5.000 (54.8%) 1.651
Activity level of mother 4 .232 5.000 (65.8%) 1.508
Cooperative mother 1 .291 1 .000 (50.0%) 1.206
Cooperative father 1.273 1.000 (39.3%) 1.256
Activity level of siblings 4 .030 5.000 (47.6%) 1.938
Arm length of mother 2 .756 3.000 (39.4%) 1.662
Father missing 0.294 0.000 (71.0%) 0.455
Family members present 5 .193 4 .000 (26.4%) 1.923
Ascendent mother 3 .362 3.000 (36.9%) 1. 143
Direction faced by father 1.570 1 .000 (29.9%) 1.005
Direction faced by mother 1.441 1.000 (77.9%) 0.892
Distance, mother to father 72 .890 0.000 ( 5.5%) 92.546
Orientation, father, mother 0.202 0.000 (79.8%) 0.402
Orientation, mother, father 0.210 0.000 (79.0%) 0.408
Barriers, mother and father 1 .158 0.000 (50.5%) 1.463
Like-to-live-in-family 2.529 3 .000 (46.0%) 0.712
The figures in parentheses are the percentage of 
cases whose items were rated at the modal value.
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a p p r o x i m a t e l y  t he  s a m e,  w i t h  t he  m o s t  d e p i c t e d  a c t i v i t y  
b e i n g  " d o i n g . "  M o t h e r  a n d  f a t h e r  w e r e  s h o w n  as h a v i n g  
a p p r o x i m a t e l y  t h e  s a m e  m e a n  c o o p e r a t i o n  level , w i t h  
f a t h e r  b e i n g  s l i g h t l y  lower . 3 o t h  m o t h e r  a n d  f a t h e r  
w e r e  d e p i c t e d  as w o r k i n g .
M o t h e r  a n d  self w e r e  m o s t  o f t e n  p l a c e d  m  the 
b o t t o m  h a l f  of the p i c t u r e  s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  m o s t  
c h i l d r e n  p e r c e i v e d  m o t h e r  as b e i n g  o n l y  m o d e r a t e  1y 
d o m i n a n t  in the f a m i l y ,  and m o s t  of t he  c h i l d r e n  
t h e m s e l v e s  did n o t  h a v e  a n e e d  to s t r i v e  for d o m i n a n c e  
or a t t e n t i o n .
T he  d i r e c t i o n  a nd o r i e n t a t i o n  v a r i a b l e s  
t e n d e d  to be b e l o w  1.6, i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  f i g u r e s  in t he 
d r a w i n g  w e r e  less l i k e l y  to be f a c i n g  e a c h  o t h e r ,  
s u g g e s t i n g  poor c o m m u n i c a t i o n  or r e l a t i n g  a m o n g  the 
f i gur e s .
T h e r e  w a s  a m e a n  s c o r e  of 5 . 1 3 3  for f a m i l y  
m e m b e r s  p r e s e n t .  T h e  f a t he r w as d r a w n  a b s e n t  for 29% 
of t he s u b j e c t s .  T h i s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  2 0 . 0 5 %  of the 
s u b j e c t s  w h o  r e p o r t e d  not h a v i n g  f a t h e r  p r e s e n t  at home 
s t i l l  i n c l u d e d  t h e ir  f a th e r .r. t h e i r  f a m i l y  d r a w i n g .  
S t u d e n t s  m i g h t  h a v e  i n c l u d e d  f a t h e r  in t heir d r a w i n g s  
b e c a u s e  f a t h e r  is s *■ i 1 1 i m p o r t a n t  to them. T h i s  is 
e v e n  m o r e  c o n c e i v a b l e  m  t he B l a c k  f a m i l y  s i n c e  the 
a t t i t u d e  t o w a r d  the a b s e n t  f a t h e r  m i g h t  be the s am e  as
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toward the extended family which is important in the 
Black community.
K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  
S t y l e  a n d  S y m b o l  V a r i a b l e s
D a t a  on t h e  K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  s t y l e  a n d  
s y m b o l  v a r i a b l e s  a r e  p r e s e n t e d  in T a b l e  12. The 
p r e s e n c e  of s t y l e s  a nd s y m b o l s  in th e  d r a w i n g s  w as  
i n f r e q u e n t ,  w i t h  t h e  m o d e s  b e i n g  0 . 0 0 0 .  S i n c e  the 
p r e s e n c e  of s t y l e s  an d s y m b o l s  u s u a l l y  r e p r e s e n t s  the 
p r e s e n c e  of p a t h o l o g y ,  t h e  a b s e n c e  of s t y l e s  a n d  
s y m b o l s  f r o m  t he d r a w i n g s  a c c u r a t e l y  r e f l e c t s  t he  
n o n c l i n i c  p o p u l a t i o n  s t u d i e d .  O n l y  n one s t y le  
( e n c a p s u l a t i o n )  d i d  the m e a n  s c o r e  i n d i c a t e  m o r e  t h a n  
the a b s e n c e  of t h e  s ty le . T h e  m e a n  s c o r e  of 1 .438 
i n d i c a t e s  o n l y  a m i l d  s u g g e s t i o n  of the s t y l e .  M a n y  
e n c a p s u l a t i o n s  w e r e  d e p i c t e d  as a f i g u r e  w i t h  a j um p 
rope .
T he  d r a w i n g s  of 14% of fhe s u b j e c t s  i n c l u d e d  
s uc h  s e x  s y m b o l s  as beds, b e l t s  -- h e a v i l y  s h a d e d ,  
i r o n i n g  b o a r d s  -- w i t h  legs m a k i n g  an “X," lamps, p e n i s  
a r e a s  of m a l e s  e m p h a s i s e d  or s ha d e d ,  and w a i s t  d o w n  
b l a c k e n e d ;  w h i l e  3.3% of t he  d r a w i n g s  i n c l u d e d  
s uc h  r e l i g i o u s  symbol.; an 1 a c t i v i t i e s  uu 3 i b ! e s ,  
c r o s s e s ,  p r a y i n g ,  g o i n g  to c h u r c h ,  a nd  s i n g i n g  a h y m n .
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T A B L E  12
N O R M A T I V E  D A T A  O N  K I N E T I C  F A M I L Y  
D R A W I N G  V A R I A B L E S  O N  S T Y L E S  
A ND  S Y M B O L S
Var i a b l e M e a n M o d e  Std . D e v .
C o m p a r t m e n t a l i z a t i o n 0 . 4 6 9 0 . 0 0 0 (84. 0% ) 1 .2 07
E n c a p s u l a t i o n 1.438 0 . 0 0 0 (60 .5 %) 1.859
L i n i n g  on b o t t o m 0 . 8 3 8 0. 0 00 (77 .6 %) 1.611
L i n i n g  on top 0 . 2 8 6 0 . 0 0 0 (90. 0% ) 0 . 9 6 7
U n d e r l i n i n g  f i g u r e s 0 . 1 5 2 0 . 0 0 0 (94.8%) 0 . 3 8 4
S e x u a l i t y  s y m b o l s 0 . 1 4 0 0 . 0 0 0 ( 8 6. 0% ) 0 . 3 4 8
R e l i g i o u s  s y m b o l s 0 . 0 3 3 0 . 0 0 0 (96. 7% ) 0 . 1 8 0
T h e  f i g u r e s  in p a r a n t h e s e s  a re  the p e r c e n t a g e  of 
c a s e s  w h o s e  i t e m s  w e r e  r a t e d  a t the m o d a l  v a l u e .
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Testi.ng_of _Hyjoo t h e s e s  
T h r e e  h y p o t h e s e s  w e r e  p r e s e n t e d  a n d  t e s t e d .
T h e  two s e t s  of v a r i a b l e s .  S e m a n t i c  D i f f e r e n t i a l  
a n d  K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  D r a w i n g ,  w e r e  t e s t e d  at two 
l e v e l s .  S t e p - w i s e  m u  11 i p i e - r e g r e s s  1 on a n a l y s i s  (level 
1) w a s  u s e d  to r e l a t e  e a c h  s e p a r a t e  S e m a n t i c  
D i f f e r e n t i a l  v a r i a b l e  to a l i n e a r  c o m b i n a t i o n  of the 
K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  v a r i a b l e s ;  a n d  c a n o n i c a l  
c o r r e l a t i o n  a n a l y s i s  (level 2) w a s  u s e d  to r e l a t e  a 
l i n e a r  c o m b i n a t i o n  of t h e  S e m a n t i c  D i f f e r e n t i a l  
v a r i a b l e s  to a l i n e a r  c o m b i n a t i o n  of t he  K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  
D r a w i n g  v a r i a b l e s .  In t he  a n a l y s e s ,  the d e g r e e s  of 
f r e e d o m  v a r y  c o r r e s p o n d i n g  to t h e  n u m b e r  of r e s p o n s e s  
to e a c h  v a r i a b l e .  T h e  h y p o t h e s e s  a r e  p r e s e n t e d  in the 
n u 11 fo rm.
H y p o t h e s i s  I s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e r e  is no s t a t i s ­
t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  m u l t i p l e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  the 
s c o r e s  o b t a i n e d  for the K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  r e g a r d ­
ing t h e  s e l f  and s c o r e s  o b t a i n e d  f r o m  the S e m a n t i c  
D i f f e r e n t i a l  on the c o n c e p t s  " M e ,"  " M o t h e r  a n d  Me," 
" F a t h e r  a nd  Me" a nd  "My W h o l e  F a m i l y . "
A n a l y s i s  1 - M u l t i p l e  R e g r e s s i o n
For C o n c e p t  1 - " M e ” - a s t e p - w i s e  m u l t i p l e
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r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  w a s  c o n d u c t e d  b e t w e e n  t h e  K i n e t i c  
F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  v a r i a b l e s  r e g a r d i n g  se lf  a nd  the 
S e m a n t i c  D i f f e r e n t i a l  v a r i a b l e  " M e . " T a b l e  13 p r e s e n t s  
t h e  s u m m a r y  f r o m  t he m u l t i p l e - r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s .
O n l y  t h r e e  s t e p s  w e r e  t a k e n .  At  e a c h  s t e p  t h e  
r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  w a s  s i g n i f i c a n t .
T he  m u l t i p l e  c o r r e l a t i o n  a t  S t e p  3 w a s  
0 . 1 5 4 2 ,  a c c o u n t i n g  for o n l y  2% of t h e  v a r i a n c e .  For 
t h i s  s t e p  t he a n a l y s i s  of v a r i a n c e  (ANOVA) y i e l d e d  an F 
r a t i o  of 3 . 0 0  w i t h  3 a n d  369 d e g r e e s  of f r e e d o m  a n d  a 
p r o b a b i l i t y  of .03. For t he c o n c e p t  " Me," t h e r e f o r e ,  
n ul l h y p o t h e s i s  1 w a s  r e j e c t e d .
T a b l e  14 s h o w s  the v a r i a b l e s  in the e q u a t i o n  
w i t h  t h e i r  c o e f f i c i e n t s .  T h e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  
i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  a h i g h e r  r a t i n g  of "Me" is r e l a t e d  to a 
less c o o p e r a t i v e  se lf, a s h o r t e r  a r m  l e n g t h  of s el f, 
a n d  a l a r g e r  s i z e  of sel f.
For C o n c e p t  2 - “M o t h e r  a n d  Me" - a s t e p - w i s e  
m u l t i  p i e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  w a s  c o n d u c t e d  b e t w e e n  t he 
K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  v a r i a b l e s  r e g a r d i n g  se lf  a n d  the 
S e m a n t i c  D i f f e r e n t i a l  v a r i a b l e  " M o t h e r  a nd  M e. " T a b l e  
15 p r e s e n t s  the s u m m a r y  f r o m  t h e  m u 1 t i p 1e - r e g r e s s i o n  
a n a l y s i s .  O n l y  four s t e p s  w e r e  t a k e n  in the r e g r e s s i o n  
a n a l y s i s .  T h e  h i g h e s t  m u l t i p l e  correlation, a t t a i n e d
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T A B L E  13
M U L T I P L E  R E G R E S S I O N  S T E P S :  A N A L Y S I S  B E T W E E N  
K I N E T I C  F A M I L Y  D R A W I N G  S EL F  V A R I A B L E S  AND 
S E M A N T I C  D I F F E R E N T I A L  V A R I A B L E  "ME"
S t e p  
No .
V a r i a b l e
E n t e r e d
M u l t i p l e  
R R SQ
C h a n g e  
in R S Q
F to 
E n t e r
1 A rm  l e n g t h  of self 0 . 1 1 4 4 0 . 0 1 3 1 0 . 0 1 3 1 4 .92
2 C o o p e r a t i v e  se lf 0. 1444 0 . 0 2 0 8 0 . 0 0 7 7 2 . 9 3
3 S iz e of self 0. 1542 0 .0238 0 . 0 0 2 9 1.11
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TABLE 14
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS: KINETIC FAMILY 
DRAWING SELF VARIABLES AND SEMANTIC 
DIFFERENTIAL VARIABLE "ME"
Var i ab le C o e f  f .
S t d . E r r . 
of C o e f f . T o l e r a n c e
F to 
R e m o v e
C o o p e r a t  ive 
sel f - 0 . 5 5 6 5 0 . 3 2 5 3 0 . 9 8 9 1 2 . 9 3
Arm l e n g t h  
of s elf - 0 . 8 3 6 0 0 . 4 1 1 1 0 . 9 8 9 1 4 . 1 4
S iz e  of self 0 . 0 0 9 5 0 . 0 0 9 0 0 . 9 9 6 6 1.11
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T A B L E  15
M U L T I P L E  R E G R E S S I O N  S T E P S :  A N A L Y S I S  B E T W E E N  
K I N E T I C  F A M I L Y  D R A W I N G  S E L F  V A R I A B L E S  
A ND  S E M A N T I C  D I F F E R E N T I A L  V A R I A B L E  
" M O T H E R  A ND  M E"
S t e p  V a r i a b l e  
No. E n t e r e d R
M u l t i p l e
R S Q
C h a n g e  
in R S Q
F to 
E n t e r
1 B a r r i e r s  b e t w e e n
s e l f  a n d  m o t h e r 0.09 21 0 . 0 0 8 5 0 . 0 0 8 5 3. 17
2 F a c e  of s e l f 0.1232 0 . 0 1 5 2 0 . 0 0 6 7 2 . 5 2
3 O r i e n t a t i o n  b e t w e e n  
f a t h e r  an d  s e l f 0.1403 0 . 0 1 9 7 0 . 0 0 4 5 1.69
4 O r i e n t a t i o n  b e t w e e n  
s el f a nd  f a t h e r 0.15 10 0 . 0 2 2 8 0 . 0 0 3 1 1.18
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w a s  .15 10 . A t  n o n e  of t h e  f o u r  s t e p s ,  h o w e v e r ,  d i d  the 
A N O V A  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  the r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  w a s  
s i g n i f i c a n t .  T a b l e  16 p r e s e n t s  the F r a t i o ,  d e g r e e s  of 
f r e e d o m ,  a n d  p r o b a b i l i t y  for e a c h  s te p.
For t h e  c o n c e p t  “M o t h e r  a n d  M e , "  t he  n u l l  
h y p o t h e s i s  w a s  r e t u r n e d .  T h e r e  is no s i g n  i f i c a n t  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  “M o t h e r  a n d  M e "  a n d  t h e  K i n e t i c  
F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  v a r i a b l e s  r e g a r d i n g  s e l f.
For C o n c e p t  3 - " F a t h e r  a n d  Me" - a s t e p - w L s e  
m u l t i p 1e - r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  w a s  c o n d u c t e d  b e t w e e n  the 
K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  v a r i a b l e s  r e g a r d i n g  s e l f  a n d  the 
S e m a n t i c  D i f f e r e n t i a l  v a r i a b l e  " F a t h e r  a n d  M e . ” T a b l e  
17 p r e s e n t s  t h e  s u m m a r y  f r o m  t h e  m u l t i p l e - r e g r e s s i o n  
a n a l y s i s .  F i v e  s t e p s  w e r e  t a k e n .  At e a c h  s t e p  t h e  
m u l t i p l e  c o r r e l a t i o n  w as s i g n i f i c a n t .  T h e  m u l t i p l e  
c o r r e l a t i o n  a t  S t e p  5 w a s  0 . 2 2 1 1 ,  a c c o u n t i n g  for 4 . 9 %  
of t he v a r i a n c e .  For t h i s  s t e p  t he A N O V A  y i e l d e d  an F 
r a t i o  of 3.77 w i t h  5 and 367 d e g r e e s  of f r e e d o m  a n d  a 
p r o b a b i l i t y  of  .003. For the c o n c e p t  “F a t h e r  a n d  M e, " 
t h e r e f o r e ,  n u l l  h y p o t h e s i s  1 w a s  r e j e c t e d .
T a b l e  18 s h o w s  th e  v a r i a b l e s  in the e q u a t i o n  
w i t h  t h e i r  c o e f f i c i e n t s .  Th e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  
i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  a h i g h e r  r a t i n g  of " F a t h e r  a n d  Me" is 
r e l a t e d  to a l es s  c o o p e r a t i v e  s e l f , a m o r e  c o m p l e t e  
f a c e  of s el f,  a s m a l l e r  s i c e  of s e lf ,  a s h o r t e r
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T A B L E  16
A N A L Y S I S  OF  V A R I A N C E  AT E A C H  S T E P  B E T W E E N  
K I N E T I C  F A M I L Y  D R A W I N G  S E L F  V A R I A B L E S  
A ND  S E M A N T I C  D I F F E R E N T I A L  V A R I A B L E  
" M O T H E R  AND ME"
S te p F R a t i o D e g r e e s  of F r e e d o m P r o b a b i 1i ty
£ 3.17 1 / 37 1 .072
2 2 .85 2 / 370 .057
3 2.47 3 / 369 .060
4 2 .15 4 / 368 .073
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TABLE 17
MULTIPLE REGRESSION STEPS: ANALYSIS BETWEEN 
KINETIC FAMILY DRAWING SELF VARIABLES 
AND SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL VARIABLE 
"FATHER AND ME"
S t e p  V a r i a b l e  
No E n t e r e d
M u l t i p l e  
R R SQ
C h a n g e  
in R SQ
F to 
E n t e r
1 D i s t a n c e  b e t w e e n  
s e l f  a nd m o t h e r 0. 1364 0 . 0 1 3 6 0 .0186 7 .0 3
2 F a c e  of s elf 0 . 1 7 0 5 0 . 0 2 9 1 0 . 0 1 0 5 4 .00
3 B a r r i e r s  b e t w e e n  
s e l f  a n d  m o t h e r 0. 1926 0 . 0 3 7 1 0 . 0 0 8 0 3.07
4 C o o p e r a t i v e  s el f 0 . 2 1 1 0 0 .0445 0 . 0 0 7 4 2 . 86
5 S i c e  of self 0 . 2 2 1 1 0 . 0 4 8 9 0 . 0 0 4 4 1.69
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T A B L E  18
R E G R E S S I O N  C O E F F I C I E N T S :  K I N E T I C  F A M I L Y  D R A W I N G  
S E L F  V A R I A B L E S  A N D  S E M A N T I C  D I F F E R E N T I A L  
V A R I A B L E  " F A T H E R  AN D  ME"
Var i abLe C o e f  f .
S t d . Err . 
of C o e f f . T o l e r a n c e
F to 
R e m o v e
C o o p e r a t i v e  s elf - 0 . 5 8 0 5 0 . 3 4 8 1 0 . 9 9 7 7 2 .78
F a c e  c o m p l e t i o n  
of s e l f 1 . 15 7 6 0 . 5 8 6 7 0 . 9 9 4 3 3 . 89
S i z e  of s el f - 0 . 0 1 2 8 0 . 0 0 9 9 0 . 9 5 0 9 1.69
D i s t a n c e  b e t w e e n  
self a nd  mothe.r - 0 . 0 1 7 0 0 . 0 0 6 2 0 . 9 0 3 1 7.6 1
B a r r i e r s  b e t w e e n  
s e l f  a n d  m o t h e r 0 . 5 4 2 3 0 . 3 7 7 3 0 . 8 8 8 6 2 .07
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d i s t a n c e  f r o m  s e l f  to m o t h e r ,  a n d  m o r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  
b a r r i e r s  b e t w e e n  s e l f  a n d  m o t h e r .
F o r  C o n c e p t  4 - "My W h o l e  F a m i l y "  - a s t e p ­
w i s e  m u l t i p l e - r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  w a s  c o n d u c t e d  b e t w e e n  
t h e  K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  v a r i a b l e s  r e g a r d i n g  s e l f  a n d  
the S e m a n t i c  D i f f e r e n t i a l  v a r i a b l e  "My W h o l e  F a m i l y . "  
T a b l e  19 p r e s e n t s  the s u m m a r y  f r o m  t he  m u l t i p l e -  
r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s .  O n l y  two s t e p s  w e r e  t a k e n .  Th e 
h i g h e s t  m u l t i p l e  c o r r e l a t i o n  a t t a i n e d  w a s  0 . 1 0 2 5 .  At 
n e i t h e r  of t h e  t w o  s te ps , h o w e v e r ,  d i d  the A N O V A  
i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t he  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  w a s  s i g n i f i c a n t .
At  S t e p  1, an F r a t i o  of 2 . 7 9  w a s  o b t a i n e d  
w i t h  1 a n d  371 d e g r e e s  of f r e e d o m  a n d  a p r o b a b i l i t y  of 
.092. At S t e p  2, an F r a t i o  of 1.96 w a s  o b t a i n e d  w i t h  
2 a n d  370 d e g r e e s  of f r e e d o m  a n d  a p r o b a b i l i t y  of .14.
F or  t h e  c o n c e p t  "My W h o l e  F a m i l y , "  n u l l  
h y p o t h e s i s  1 w a s  r e t a i n e d .  T h e r e  is no s i g n i f i c a n t  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  "My W h o l e  F a m i l y "  a n d  t h e  K i n e t i c  
F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  v a r i a b l e s  r e l a t i n g  to se lf.
A n a l y s i s  2 - C a n o n i c a l  C o r r e l a t i o n
T h e  c a n o n i c a l  c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t  b e t w e e n  
the two s e t s  of v a r i a b l e s  w a s  . 2 6 7 4 4 ,  a c c o u n t i n g  for 
o n l y  7% o f t h e  v a r i a n c e .  W i t h  60 d e g r e e s  of f r e e d o m ,  a 
c h i - s q u a r e  of 6 2 . 9 7  was o b t a i n e d ,  w i t h  p = 0 . 3 7 1 7 .
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T A B L E  19
M U L T I P L E  R E G R E S S I O N  S T E P S :  A N A L Y S I S  B E T W E E N  
K I N E T I C  F A M I L Y  D R A W I N G  S E L F  V A R I A B L E S  
A N D  S E M A N T I C  D I F F E R E N T I A L  V A R I A B L E  
"MY W H O L E  F A M I L Y "
S t e p  V a r i a b l e  
No E n t e r e d
M u l t i pie 
R RS Q
C h a n g e  
in R SQ
F to 
E n t e r
I O r i e n t a t i o n  b e t w e e n  
f a t h e r  a n d  s e l f 0 . 0 8 6 3 0 . 0 0 7 5 0 . 0 0 7 5 2 .7 9
2 B a r r i e r s  b e t w e e n
s e l f a n d  f a t h e r 0. 1025 0 . 0 1 0 5 0 . 0 0 3 1 1.14
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U s i n g  t h e  c a n o n i c a l  t e s t , t he  h y p o t h e s i s  w a s  r e t a i n e d .  
T h e c e  is no s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  the 
S e m a n t i c  D i f f e r e n t i a l  v a r i a b l e s  a n d  t h e  K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  
D r a w i n g  v a r i a b l e s  r e g a r d i n g  t he  se lf.
H 2 E S t h e s i s _ 2
H y p o t h e s i s  2 s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e r e  is no 
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  m u l t i p l e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  
t he  s c o r e s  o b t a i n e d  f ro m  t h e  K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  on 
the v a r i a b l e s  r e g a r d i n g  t he  d r a w i n g  of the' f a m i l y  a n d  
the s c o r e s  o b t a i n e d  f ro m  the S e m a n t i c  D i f f e r e n t i a l  on 
t h e  c o n c e p t s  " Me ,"  M o t h e r  a n d  M e, "  " F a t h e r  a n d  Me," and 
"My W h o l e  F a m i l y . "
A n a l y s i s  1 - M u l t i p l e  R e g r e s s i o n
For C o n c e p t  1 - "Me" - a s t e p - w i s e  m u l t i p l e -  
r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  w a s  c o n d u c t e d  b e t w e e n  the K i n e t i c  
F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  v a r i a b l e s  r e g a r d i n g  the f a m i l y  and the 
S e m a n t i c  D i f f e r e n t i a l  v a r i a b l e  " M e . ” T a b l e  20 p r e s e n t s  
t he  s u m m a r y  f r o m  the m u l 1 1 p i e - r e g r e s s  ion a n a l y s i s .
E i g h t  s t e p s  w e r e  t a k e n .  At e a c h  s t e p  the r e g r e s s i o n  
a n a l y s i s  w a s  s i g n i f i c a n t .  T h e  m u l t i p l e  c o r r e l a t i o n  at 
S t e p  8 w a s  C . 2 3 8 1  , ac _• ouri 1 1 ng for 5% of the v a r i a n c e .  
For th is  s t e p  the A M O V A  y i e l d e d  jn F r at io  of 2.73 w i t h  
8 a n d  364 d e g r e e s  of f r e e d o m  a n d  a p r o b a b i l i t y  of .006.
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TABLE 20
M U L T I P L E  R E G R E S S I O N  S T E P S :  A N A L Y S I S  B E T W E E N  
K I N E T I C  F A M I L Y  D R A W I N G  F A M I L Y  V A R I A B L E S  
A N D  S E M A N T I C  D I F F E R E N T I A L  V A R I A B L E  " M E ”
S t e p  V a r i a b l e  
N o . E n t e r e d
M u l t i  p i e  
R R S Q
C h a n g e  
in R S Q
F to 
E n t e r
i C o o p e r a t i v e  m o t h e r 0. '09 I 0 .0119 0 . 0 1 1 9 4. 47
2 L i k e - t o - I i v e -  
i n - f a m i l y 0 . 1 5 4 5 0 . 0 2 3 9 0 . 0 1 2 0 4 .54
3 D i r e c t i o n  f a c e d  
by f a t h e r 0 . 1 8 3 9 0 . 0 3 3 8 0 . 0 0 9 9 3 .80
4 A c t i v i t y  l ev el 
of m o t h e r 0 . 2 0 0 7 0 .0403 0 . 0 0 6 5 2. 48
5 Ar m  l e n g t h  of m o t h e r 0 . 2 1 3 6 0 .0456 0 . 0 0 5 3 2 .05
6 F a m i l y  m e m b e r s  
p r e s e n t 0 . 2 2 5 6 0 . 0 5 0 9 0 . 0 0 5 3 2 .04
7 D i s t a n c e  b e t w e e n  
s el f  a n d  f a t h e r 0 . 2 3 1 6 0 . 0 5 3 7 0 . 0 0 2 8 1 .06
8 D i s t a n c e  b e t w e e n  
s e l f  an d  m o t h e r 0 . 2 3 8 1 0 . 0 5 6 7 0 . 0 0 3 0 1.17
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F o r  t h e  c o n c e p t  " M e , " t h e r e f o r e ,  n ul l  h y p o t h i s i s  2 w a s  
r e j e c t e d .
T a b l e  21 s h o w s  t he v a r i a b l e s  in th e  e q u a t i o n  
w i t h  t h e i r  c o e f f i c i e n t s .  T h e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  
i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  a h i g h e r  r a t i n g  of " M e ” is r e l a t e d  to a 
h i g h e r  a c t i v i t y  l e ve l of m o t h e r ,  l es s  c o o p e r a t i o n  of 
m o t h e r ,  s h o r t e r  a r m  l e n g t h  o f m o t h e r ,  a g r e a t e r  n u m b e r  
of f a m i l y  m e m b e r s  p r e s e n t ,  t h e  g r e a t e r  t e n d e n c y  for 
f a t h e r  to f a c e  m a j o r  f i g u r e s  in t h e  d r a w i n g ,  a g r e a t e r  
d i s t a n c e  f r o m  s e l f  to f a t h e r ,  a s h o r t e r  d i s t a n c e  f r o m  
s e l f  to m o t h e r ,  a nd  a m o r e  p o s i t i v e  i m p r e s s i o n  of t h e  
f a m i l y .
F or  C o n c e p t  2 - " M o t h e r  a n d  Me "  - a s t e p ­
w i s e  m u l t i p l e - r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  w a s  c o n d u c t e d  b e t w e e n  
t he  K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  v a r i a b l e s  r e g a r d i n g  the 
f a m i l y  a nd  t he  S e m a n t i c  D i f f e r e n t i a l  v a r i a b l e  " M o t h e r  
a n d  M e . "  T a b l e  22 p r e s e n t s  t h e  s u m m a r y  f r o m  the 
m u l t i p l e - r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s .  E i g h t  s t e p s  w e r e  t a k e n  
in t h e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s .  At  e a c h  s t e p  m  the 
a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  m u l t i p l e  c o r r e l a t i o n  w a s  s i g n i f i c a n t .
T h e  m u l t i p l e  c o r r e l a t i o n  at S t e p  8 w a s  0 . 2 4 2 5 ,  
a c c o u n t i n g  for 5 . 9 %  of t he v a r i a n c e .  For S t e p  8 the 
A N O V A  y i e l d e d  an F r a t i o  of 2 . 8 4  w i t h  9 a n d  364 d e g r e e s  
of f r e e d o m  a n d  a p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  .005. For the c o n c e p t
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TABLE 21
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS: KINETIC FAMILY 
DRAWING FAMILY VARIABLES AND SEMANTIC 
DIFFERENTIAL VARIABLE "ME"
V a r i a b l e C o e f f  .
Std. Err. 
of C o e f f . T o l e r a n c e
F to 
R e m o v e
A c t i v i t y  level 
o f  m o t h e r 0 . 5 6 7 6 0 . 3 1 4 3 0 . 9 3 1 6 3 . 2 6
C o o p e r a t  i ve 
m o t h e r - 1 . 2 3 7 1 0 . 4 0 5 0 0 . 8 7 7 6 9 . 3 3
Arm l e n g t h  
of  m o t h e r - 0 . 5 8 8 8 0 . 3 9 8 8 0 . 9 6 7 4 2 . 1 8
F a m i l y  m e m b e r s  
p r e s e n t 0 . 3 4 3 9 0 . 2 4 0 8 0 . 9 7 6 4 2 .04
D i r e c t i o n  f a c e d  
by f a t h e r 0 . 6 5 8 5 0 . 4 6 5 9 0 . 9 5 4 4 2 .00
D i s t a n c e  f r o m  s el f 
t o f a t h e r 0 . 0 0 8 9 0 . 0 0 7 2 0 . 8 9 1 9 1.54
D i s t a n c e  f r o m  se lf 
t o  m o t h e r - 0 . 0 0 6 0 0 . 0 0 5 6 0 . 9 3 1 4 1.17
L i k e - t o - 1 ive- 
i n - f a m i l y 1 . 5 6 1 5 0 . 6 8 1 1 0 .8884 5 . 2 6
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TABLE 22
M U L T I P L E  R E G R E S S I O N  S T E P S :  A N A L Y S I S  B E T W E E N  
K I N E T I C  F A M I L Y  D R A W I N G  F A M I L Y  V A R I A B L E S  
AND S E M A N T I C  D I F F E R E N T I A L  V A R I A B L E  
" M O T H E R  A N D  ME"
S t e p  
N o .
V a r i a b l e
E n t e r e d
M u l t i p l e  
R R S Q
C h a n g e  
in R S Q
F to 
E nter
1 D i s t a n c e  b e t w e e n  
s el f a n d  f a t h e r 0. 1337 0 . 0 1 7 9 0 . 0 1 7 9 6.75
2 F a t h e r  m i s s i n g 0 . 1 7 2 1 0 . 0 2 9 6 0 . 0 1 1 8 4 .49
3 A r m  l e n g t h  
of m o t h e r 0 . 1896 0 . 0 3 5 9 0 . 0 0 6 3 2.41
4 D i r e c t i o n  f a c e d  
by m o t h e r 0 . 2 0 6 2 0 . 0 4 2 5 0 . 0 0 6 6 2.53
5 F a m i l y  m e m b e r s  
p r e s e n t 0 . 2 1 8 3 0 . 0 4 7 7 0 . 0 0 5 2 1.99
6 O r i e n t a t i o n  b e t w e e n  
f a t h e r  a nd  self 0 . 2 2 4 9 0 . 0 5 0 6 0 . 0 0 2 9 1.12
7 O r i e n t a t i o n  b e t w e e n  
s el f  a n d  f a t h e r 0 .2 360 0 . 0 5 5 7 0 . 0 0 5 1 1.98
8 L i k e - t o - 1 i v e -  
i n - f a m i l y 0 . 2 4 2 5 0 . 0 5 8 8 0 . 0 0 3 1 1. 19
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of " M o t h e r  a n d  M e, "  t h e r e f o r e ,  n u l l  h y p o t h e s i s  2 w a s  
r e j e c t e d .
T a b l e  23 s h o w s  t h e v a r i a b l e s  in t h e  e q u a t i o n  
w i t h  t h e i r  c o e f f i c i e n t s .  T h e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  
i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  a h i g h e r  r a t i n g  of " M o t h e r  a n d  M e" is 
r e l a t e d  to a l o n g e r  a r m  l e n g t h  of m o t h e r ,  f a t h e r  
p r e s e n t ,  a g r e a t e r  n u m b e r  of f a m i l y  m e m b e r s  p r e s e n t ,  
m o t h e r  f a c i n g  m a j o r  f i g u r e s  in t h e  d r a w i n g ,  a g r e a t e r  
d i s t a n c e  f r o m  self  to f a t h e r ,  f a t h e r  n o t  f a c i n g  self, 
s e l f  f a c i n g  f a t h e r ,  a p o s i t i v e  i m p r e s s s i o n  of t he  
f a m i l y  .
Fo r  C o n c e p t  3 - " F a t h e r  a n d  M e"  - a s t e p - w i s e  
m u l t i p l e - r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s - w a s  c o n d u c t e d  b e t w e e n  the 
K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  v a r i a b l e s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  f a m i l y  
a n d  t h e  S e m a n t i c  D i f f e r e n t i a l  v a r i a b l e  " F a t h e r  a n d  Me." 
T a b l e  24 p r e s e n t s  t h e  s u m m a r y  f r o m  t he m u l t i p l e -  
r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s .  T h i r t e e n  s t e p s  w e r e  t a k e n  in the 
r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s .  At e a c h  s t e p  t he m u l t i p l e  
c o r r e l a t i o n  w a s  s i g n i f i c a n t .  T h e  m u l t i p l e  c o r r e l a t i o n  
at S t e p  13 w as  0 . 4 1 4 9 .  For S t e p  13 the A N O V A  y i e l d e d  
an F R a t i o  of 5.74  w i t h  13 a nd  359 d e g r e e s  of f r e e d o m  
an d  a p r o b a b i l i t y  of r .0 0005. H e n c e ,  for the c o n c e p t  
" F a t h e r  a n d  M e , "  nu l l h y p o t h e s i s  2 w a s  r e j e c t e d .
T a b l e  25 s h o w s  the v a r i a b l e s  in t he  e q u a t i o n  
w i t h  their c o e f f i c i e n t s .  T h e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s
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REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS: KINETIC FAMILY DRAWING 
FAMILY VARIABLES AND SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL 
VARIABLE "MOTHER AND ME"
V a r i a b l e C o e f  f .
S t d . Err. 
of C o e f f . T o l e r a n c e
F to 
R e m o v e
Ar m  l e n g t h  
of m o t h e r 0 . 5 8 3 6 0 . 3 4 5 5 0 . 9 8 3 0 2. 71
F a t h e r  m i s s i n g -1 .3258 0 . 9 6 7 2 0 . 8 6 8 8 1.88
F a m i l y  m e m b e r s  
p r e s e n t 0 . 2 8 7 1 0. 2169 0 . 9 6 5 2 1.75
D i r e c t i o n  f a c e d  
by m o t h e r 0 . 7 0 8 1 0 . 4 6 1 2 0 . 9 9 2 9 2 .3 6
D i s t a n c e  b e t w e e n  
se l f an d  f a t h e r 0 . 0 1 6 0 0 . 0 0 6 3 0 . 9 1 3 6 6 .3 5
O r i e n t a t n o n  b e t w e e n  
f a t h e r  a n d  s el f -5 . 1522 2 . 9 4 7 5 0. 1596 3.06
O r i e n t a t i o n  b e t w e e n  
s el f  and f a t h e r 4 . 0 0 8 2 3. 0 34  1 0 . 1 5 8 0 1.75
L i k e - t o - l i v e -  
t n - f a m i l y 0 . 6 9 6 2 0 . 6 3 7  1 0 . 8 1 5 1 1. 19
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
1 1 2
TABLE 24
M U L T I P L E  R E G R E S S I O N  S T E P S :  A N A L Y S I S  B E T W E E N  
K I N E T I C  F A M I L Y  D R A W I N G  F A M I L Y  V A R I A B L E S  
A N D  S E M A N T I C  D I F F E R E N T I A L  V A R I A B L E  
" F A T H E R  A N D  M E"
S te pi V a r i a b l e M u l t i p l e C h a n g e F to
No . E n t e r e d R R S Q in R SQ E n t e r
1 F a t h e r  m i s s i n g 0 . 2 3 6 3 0 . 0 5 5 9 0 . 0 5 5 9 2 1 . 9 5
2 D i s t a n c e  b e t w e e n  
s e l f  a n d  m o t h e r 0 . 2 7 2 1 0 . 0 7 4 0 0 . 0 1 8 2 7.26
3 D i s t a n c e  b e t w e e n  
se lf  a n d  f a t h e r 0 . 3 1 4 6 0 . 0 9 9 0 0 . 0 2 4 9 1 0 .2 2
4 D i r e c t i o n  f a c e d  
by s e l f 0 . 3 2 2 6 0 . 1 0 6 7 0 . 0 0 7 7 3. 18
5 C o o p e r a t i v e
m o t h e r 0 . 3 3 5 5 0 . 1 1 2 5 0 . 0 0 5 9 2. 42
6 C o o p e r a t i v e
f a t he r 0 . 3 6 8 3 0 . 1 3 5 7 0 . 0 2 3 1 9. 79
7 D i s t a n c e  b e t w e e n  
m o t h e r ,  f a t h e r 0 . 3 8 0 5 0 . 1 4 4 8 0 . 0 0 9 1 3.88
8 D i r e c t i o n  f a c e d  
by f a t h e r 0 . 3 8 9 7 0 . 1 5 1 8 0 . 0 0 7 1 3.03
■3 A r m  l e n g t h  
of m o t h e r 0 . 3 9 6 7 0 . 1 5 7 4 0 . 0 0 5 5 2.38
10 A c t i v i t y  l e v el  
of m o t h e r 0 . 4 0 4 2 0 . 1 6 3 4 0 . 0 0 6 0 2.61
11 B a r r i e r s  b e t w e e n  
s e l f  a n d  m o t h e r 0 . 4 0 7 1 0 . 1 6 5 7 0 . 0 0 2 3 1.01
12 B a r r i e r s  b e t w e e n  
s e l f a n d  f ath er 0 . 4 1 1 9 0 . 1 6 9 7 0 . 0 0 3 9 1.71
13 D i r e c t i o n  f a c e d  
by m o t h e r 0.4 149 0 . 1 7 2 2 0 . 0 0 2 5 1.08
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TABLE 25
R E G R E S S I O N  C O E F F I C I E N T S :  K I N E T I C  F A M I L Y  
D R A W I N G  F A M I L Y  V A R I A B L E S  A N D  S E M A N T I C  
D I F F E R E N T I A L  V A R I A B L E  " F A T H E R  A ND  ME"
V a r i a b l e C o e f f .
S t d . Err. 
of C o e f f . T o l e r a n c e
F to 
R e m o v e
A c t i v i t y  Level 
of m o t h e r 0 . 5 2 9 7 0 . 3 2 9 4 0 . 8 8 9 6 2 .5 8
C o o p e r a t i v e
m o t h e r -2 . 1892 0 . 5 4 8 6 0 . 5 0 1 7 5.93
C o o p e r a t i v e  
f a t h e r 1.9154 0 . 5 1 6 3 0 . 5 2 2 1 13.76
A r m  l e n g t h  
of m o t h e r - 0 . 7 3 3 2 0 . 4 1 2 3 0 . 9 4 9 5 3. 16
F a t h e r  m i s s i n g -5 .0271 1 . 0 5 0 5 0 . 9 6 2 8 2 2 . 9 0
D i r e c t i o n  f a c e d  
by f a t h e r 0 . 5 8 7 5 0 . 5 6 7 8 0 . 6 7 4 1 1.07
D i r e c t i o n  f a ce d 
by m o t h e r 0 . 6 9 1 0 0 . 66 55 0 . 6 2 3 5 1 .08
D i r e c t i o n  f a c e d  
by se lf - 1 . 5 5 1 5 0 . 5 8 2 3 0 . 6 9 8 5 7 . 10
D i s t a n c e  b e t w e e n  
m o t h e r ,  f a t h e r - 0 . 0 1 2 8 0 . 0 0 5 6 0 . 8 0 8 9 13.65
D i s t a n c e  b e t w e e n  
s e l f  a n d  f a t h e r 0 . 0 0 3  12 0 . 0 0 8 2 0 . 7 1 3 6 14 .50
D i s t a n c e  b e t w e e n  
s e l f  a n d  m o t h e r - 0 . 0 2 2 5 0 . 0 0 6 1 0 . 8 2 1 0 13.65
B a r r i e r s  b e t w e e n  
s e l f  a n d  f a t h e r 0 . 5 9 2 0 0 . 4 2 1 9 0 . 6 1 8 9 2.21
B a r r i e r s  b e t w e e n  
s e l f  a n d  m o t h e r 0.6 165 0.4 145 0 . 6 5 5 0 2.2 1
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i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  a h i g h e r  r a t i n g  of " F a t h e r  a n d  Me" is 
r e l a t e d  to a h i g h e r  a c t i v i t y  leve l of m o t h e r ,  a less 
c o o p e r a t i v e  m o t h e r ,  a m a r e  c o o p e r a t i v e  f a t h e r ,  a 
s h o r t e r  a r m  l e n g t h  of m o t h e r ,  a lo wer i n c i d e n c e  of 
f a t h e r  m i s s i n g ,  s el f  n o t  f a c i n g  m a j o r  f i g u r e s  in t he  
d r a w i n g ,  a s h o r t e r  d i s t a n c e  b e t w e e n  m o t h e r  a nd  f a t h e r , 
a g r e a t e r  d i s t a n c e  b e t w e e n  s e l f  a nd  f a t h e r ,  a s h o r t e r  
d i s t a n c e  f r o m  s el f  to m o t h e r ,  less s i g n i f i c a n t  
b a r r i e r s  b e t w e e n  s elf  a n d  f a t h e r ,  and g r e a t e r  
s i g n i f i c a n t  b a r r i e r s  b e t w e e n  s elf and m o t h e r .
For C o n c e p t  4 - "My W h o l e  F a m i l y "  - a s t e p ­
w i s e  m u l t i p l e - r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  w as c o n d u c t e d  
b e t w e e n  t h e  K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  v a r i a b l e s  r e g a r d i n g  
f a m i l y  a n d  the S e m a n t i c  D i f f e r e n t i a l  v a r i a b l e  "My W h o l e  
F a m i l y . ” T a b l e  26 p r e s e n t s  t he  s u m m a r y  f r o m  the 
m u l t i p l e - r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s .  N in e  s t e p s  w e r e  t ak en .  
T h e  h i g h e s t  m u l t i p l e  c o r r e l a t i o n  a t t a i n e d  w a s  0 . 2 0 7 3 , 
a c c o u n t i n g  for 4% of the v a r i a n c e .  At n o n e  of the 
s t e p s ,  h o w e v e r ,  d i d  the A N O V A  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  the 
r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  w a s  s i g n i f i c a n t .  T a b l e  27 p r e s e n t s  
t h e  F r a t i o ,  d e g r e e s  of f r e e d o m ,  a n d  p r o b a b i l i t y  for 
the s t e p s .
For the c o n c e p t  “My W h o l e  F a m i l y , "  null 
h y p o t h e s i s  2 w a s  r e t a i n e d .  T h e r e  is no s i g n i f i c a n t
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TABLE 26
M U L T I P L E  R E G R E S S I O N  S T E P S :  A N A L Y S I S  B E T W E E N  
K I N E T I C  F A M I L Y  D R A W I N G  F A M I L Y  V A R I A B L E S  
AND S E M A N T I C  D I F F E R E N T I A L  V A R I A B L E  
"M Y  W H O L E  F A M I L Y "
S t e p  
No .
V a r i a b l e
E n t e r e d
M u l t i p l e  
R R S Q
C h a n g e  
in R S Q
F to 
E n t e r
1 O r i e n t a t i o n  b e t w e e n  
f a t h e r  a n d  se lf 0 . 0 8 6 3 0 . 0 0 7 5 0 . 0 0 7 5 2.79
2 F a t h e r  m i s s i n g 0. 1186 0 . 0 1 4 1 0 . 0 0 6 6 2.48
3 D i s t a n c e  b e t w e e n
m o t h e r  a n d  f a t h e r 0. 1 399 0 . 0 1 9 6 0 . 0 0 5 5 2 .0 8
4 D i r e c t i o n  f a c e d  
by m o t h e r 0 . 1563 0 . 0 2 4 4 0 . 0 0 4 9 1.83
5 D i s t a n c e  b e t w e e n  
s e l f  a n d  m o t h e r 0. 1698 0 . 0 2 8 8 0 . 0 0 4 4 1.66
6 A r m  l e n g t h  
of m o t h e r 0. 1795 0 . 0 3 2 2 0 . 0 0 3 4 1.29
7 L i k e - t o - 1 i v e -  
i n - f a m i l y 0. 1894 0 . 0 3 9 5 0 . 0 0 3 6 1.38
9 O r i e n t a t i o n  b e t w e e n  
m o t h e r  a n d  f a t h e r 0 . 2 0 0 2 0 . 0 4 0 1 0 . 0 0 4 2 1.60
9 O r i e n t a t i o n  b e t w e e n  
m o t h e r  a n d  s el f 0 . 2 0 7 3 0 . 0 4 3 0 0 . 0 0 2 9 1 . 10
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T A B L E  27
A N A L Y S I S  O F  V A R I A N C E  AT E A C H  S T E P  B E T W E E N  
K I N E T I C  F A M I L Y  D R A W I N G  F A M I L Y  V A R I A B L E S  
AN D  S E M A N T I C  D I F F E R E N T I A L  V A R I A B L E  
" M Y  W H O L E  F A M I L Y "
S t e p F R a t i o D e g r e e s  of F r e e d o m P r o b a b  i 1 ity
1 2 . 7 9 1 / 371 .092
2 2 .64 2 / 370 .07 1
3 2 . 4 6 3 / 369 .061
4 2 . 3 0 4 / 368 .057
5 2 . 18 5 / 367 .055
6 2 .03 6 / 366 . 060
7 1 .94 7 / 365 .062
9 1.90 8 / 3 6 4 .058
9 1.81 9 / 3 6 3 .065
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relationship between. "My Whole Family" and the Kinetic 
Family Drawing variables regarding family.
A n a l y s i s  2 - C a n o n i c a l  C o r r e l a t i o n
T h e  c a n o n i c a l  c o r r e l a t i o n  a n a l y s i s  b e t w e e n  the 
t wo s e t s  of v a r i a b l e s  w a s  . 45 348, a c c o u n t i n g  for 2 1 %  of 
t he  v a r i a n c e .  W i t h  100 d e g r e e s  of f r e e d o m ,  a c h i -  
s q u a r e  of 1 57 . 7 5  w a s  o b t a i n e d ,  w i t h  p = 0 . 0 0 0 2 .  T h i s  
h y p o t h e s i s ,  w a s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  r e j e c t e d .  T h e r e  w a s  o n l y  
o n e  s i g n i f i c a n t  f u n c t i o n  (p .05). T a b l e  28 g i v e s  t he 
c a n o n i c a l  f u n c t i o n  l o a d i n g s  for the two s e t s  of 
v a r i a b l e s  w h i c h  a re  the c o r r e l a t i o n  of c a n o n i c a l  
v a r i a b l e s  w i t h  t h e  o r i g i n a l  v a r i a b l e s .  It is c u s t o m a r y  
w i t h i n  e a c h  s et to n o t e  t h o s e  v a r i a b l e s  w h o s e  l o a d i n g s  
a r e at l e a s t  50% of the m a x i m u m  l o a d . n g  in t h e  set.
T h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  f u n c t i o n s  a r e  f a t h e r  m i s s i n g ,  
d i r e c t i o n  f a c e d  by s e l f ,  d i s t a n c e  f r o m  s e l f  to m o t h e r ,  
d i s t a n c e  f r o m  s e l f  to f a t h e r ,  a n d  d i s t a n c e  f r o m  m o t h e r  
to f a t h e r
T h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  f u n c t i o n  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  a 
h i g h e r  r a t i n g  on " F a t h e r  a n d  M e ” is r e l a t e d  to f a t h e r  
less  l i k e l y  to be m i s s i n g ,  sel f less  l i k e l y  to be 
f a c . n g  m a j o r  f i g u r e s  in the d r a w i n g ,  a s h o r t e r  d i s t a n c e  
f r o m  s e l f  to m o t h e r ,  a g r e a t e r  d i s t a n c e  f r o m  s el f to 
f a t h e r ,  a n d  a s h a r t^ :  d i s t a n c e  f ro m m ot h e r  to f a t h e r .
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TABLE 28
C A N O N I C A L  F U N C T I O N  L O A D I N G S ,  S E M A N T I C  D I F F E R E N T I A L  
V A R I A B L E S  A N D  K I N E T I C  F A M I L Y  D R A W I N G  
V A R I A B L E S  R E G A R D I N G  F A M I L Y
Set
S t a n d a r d i z e d
V a r i a b l e  C o r r e l a t i o n s
1. (S e m a n t i c
D i f f e r e n t i a l ) Me 0 .2 73
M o t h e r  a n d  me 0 . 2 65
F a t h e r  a nd  me 0 . 8 8 6 *
My  w h o l e  f a m i l y 0 . 0 7 2
2. ( K i n e t i c  
F ami 1 y
D r a w i n g  ) A c t i v i t y  l evel of f a t h e r 0. 130
A c t i v i t y  l ev el  of m o t h e r 0. 101
C o o p e r a t i v e  m o t h e r - 0 . 1 4 6
C o o p e r a t i v e  f a t h e r 0. 112
A c t i v i t y  level of s i b l i n g s 0 . 0 1 8
Arm L e n g t h  cf m o t h e r -0. 184
F a t h e r  m i s s i n g - 0 . 5 0 0 *
F a m i l y  m e m b e r s  p r e s e n t 0 . 0 0 5
A s c e n d e n t  m o t h e r - 0 . 1 11
D i r e c t i o n  f a c e d  by f a t h e r 0 . 0 6 6
D i r e c t i o n  f a c e d  by m o t h e r - 0 . 0 32
D i r e c t i o n  f a c e d  by s e l f - 0 . 3 2 0 *
D i s t a n c e ,  m o t h e r  to f a t h e r - 0 . 2 1 5 *
D i s t a n c e  f r o m  s e l f  to f a t h e r 0 . 2 4 7 *
D i s t a n c e  f r o m  s e l f  to m o t h e r - 0 . 3 2 0 *
O r i e n t a t i o n ,  f a t h e r ,  m o t h e r 0. 044
O r i e n t a t i o n ,  f a t h e r ,  s e l f - 0 . 0 4 8
O r i e n t a t i o n ,  m o t h e r ,  f a t h e r 0 . 0 7 7
O r i e n t a t i o n ,  m o t h e r ,  s elf - 0 . 0 9 3
O r i e n t a t i o n ,  s e lf , m o t h e r -0 . 120
O r i e n t a t i o n ,  s el f,  f a t h e r 0 .001
B a r r i e r s ,  m o t h e r  a n d  f a t h e r - 0 . 0 4 6
B a r r i e r s ,  s e l f  a n d  f a t h e r 0 . 1 15
B a r r i e r s ,  s e l f  a n d  m o t h e r 0 . 0 6 2
L i k e - t o - 1 i v e - i n - f a m i l y 0. 126
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H Z E S t h s  s l1s _3
H y p o t h e s i s  3 s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e r e  is no s t a t i s t i ­
c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  t h e  s c o r e s  
o b t a i n e d  f r o m  t h e  K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  v a r i a b l e s  a n d  
t h e  s c o r e s  o b t a i n e d  f r o m  the S e m a n t i c  D i f f e r e n t i a l  on 
t h e  c o n c e p t s  " Me," " M o t h e r  a nd M e , ” " F a t h e r  a n d  M e , ” 
a n d  "My W h o l e  F a m i l y . ”
A n a l y s i s  1 - M u l t i p l e  r e g r e s s i o n
For C o n c e p t  1 - " M e ” - a s t e p - w i s e  m u l t i p l e -  
r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  w a s  c o n d u c t e d  b e t w e e n  t h e  K i n e t i c  
F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  v a r i a b l e s  a n d  the S e m a n t i c  D i f f e r e n t i a l  
v a r i a b l e  “M e . "  T a b l e  29 p r e s e n t s  t h e  s u m m a r y  f r o m  t he  
m u l t i p l e - r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s .  F o u r t e e n  s t e p s  w e r e  
t a k e n .  At e a c h  s te p  the r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s t s  w as 
s i g n i f i c a n t .  T h e  h i g h e s t  m u l t i p l e  c o r r e l a t i o n  a t t a i n e d  
w a s  0 . 3 4 4 2 ,  e x p l a i n i n g  12% of the v a r i a n c e .  For t h i s  
s t e p  the A N O V A  y i e l d e d  an F r a t i o of 3.44 w i t h  14 a n d  
3 58 d e g r e e s  of f r e e d o m  a nd a p r o b a b i l i t y  of r .0005.
F o r  t he  c o n c e p t  "Me, " t h e r e f o r e ,  n u l l  h y p o t h e s i s  3 w a s  
r e j e c t e d .
T a b l e  30 s h o w s  the v a r i a b l e s  in t he  e q u a t i o n  
w i t h  t h e i r  c o e f f i c i e n t s .  T h e  r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  
i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  a h i g h e r  r a t i n g  of “M e ” is r e l a t e d  to a 
h i g h e r  a c t i v i t y  level of m o t h e r ,  a lower c o o p e r a t i o n
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TABLE 29
MULTIPLE REGRESSION STEPS: ANALYSIS BETWEEN
KINETIC FAMILY DRAWING VARIABLES AND
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL VARIABLE "ME"
1 Eli 
1 
1 0) 
1 
1 -P 
O 
1 
ICO 
Z 
1
i Variable 
Entered
Multiple 
R RSQ
Change 
in RSQ
F to 
Enter
1 Lining on top 0 .1753 0.0307 0.0307 11.76
2 Arm length 
of self 0.2056 0.0423 0.0116 4.46
3 Direction faced 
by father 0.2267 0.0514 0.0091 3.54
4 Cooperative
mother 0.2472 0.0611 0.0097 3.80
5 Like-to-iive- 
in-family 0.2703 0.0730 0 . 0 1 2 0 4.73
6 Activity level 
of mother 0.2834 0.0803 0.0073 2 .90
7 Religious 
symbo 1 s 0.2946 0.0868 0.0065 2.59
8 Under 1ining 
figures 0.3045 0.0927 0.0059 2.37
9 Distance between 
self and father 0.3110 0.0967 0.0040 1 . 6  1
1 0 Cooperative
father 0.3 179 0 . 1 0 1 1 0.0043 1.74
1 1 Distance between 
self and mother 0 . 3260 0.1063 0.0052 2 . 1 0
1 2 Family members 
present 0.3328 0.1107 0.0045 1.81
1 3 Size of self 0.3388 0.1148 0.004 1 1 . 6 6
14 Ascendent mother 0.3442 0.1185 0.0037 1.50
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TABLE 30
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS: KINETIC FAMILY
DRAWING VARIABLES AND SEMANTIC
DIFFERENTIAL VARIABLE "ME"
Variable Coef f .
Std. Err . 
of Coeff . Tolerance
F to 
Remove
Activity level 
of mother 0.7798 0.3179 0.8651 6 . 0 2
Cooperative
mother -0.7567 0.5246 0.4967 1 1 . 2 1
Cooperative
father 0.8191 0.5140 0.4770 2 .54
Arm Length 
of self -1.0581 0.4072 0.9380 6.75
Family members 
present 0.3419 0.2405 0.9293 2 . 0 2
Sice of self 0.014 1 0.0093 0.8656 2.31
Ascendent mother -0.5085 0.4 152 0.8822 1.50
Direction faced 
by father 0.4 155 0.4713 0.8858 0.78
Distance between 
self and father 0.0115 0.007 1 0.8690 2.65
Distance between 
self, mother -0.0099 0.0056 0.8912 3. 15
Lining on top -2.03 17 0 .4945 0.8695 16.88
Under 1ining 
f igures 1.1223 0.5956 0 . 8 6 8 6 3.55
Like-to-live- 
i n -f am i 1 y 1.34 02 0.6837 0.8376 3 . 84
Re 1i g i ous 
symbo 1 s 4.6279 2.5563 0.9416 3.28
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level of mother, a higher cooperation level of father, 
a shorter arm length of self, a larger number of family 
members present, a larger size of self, mother placed 
lower on the page, father facing major figures, a 
greater distance from self to father, a shorter 
distance from self to mother, less likelihood of lining 
at the top of the drawing, more likelihood individual 
figures are underlined, a more positive general 
impression of the family, and more religious symbols 
and activities found in the drawing.
For Concept 2 - "Mother and Me" a step-wise 
multiple-regression analysis was conducted between 
the Kinetic Family Drawing variables and the Semantic 
Differential variable "Mother and Me.” Table 31 
presents the summary from the multiple-regression 
analysis. Thirteen steps were taken. At each step 
the regression analysis was s l g m  f icar.t. The highest 
multiple correlation attained at Step 13 was 0.2990, 
explaining 8.9% of the variance. For this step the 
ANOVA yielded an F ratio of 3.36 with 9 and 363 degrees 
of freedom and a probability of .001. For the concept 
"Mother and Me," therefore, null hypothesis 3 was 
rejected.
Table 32 shows the variables in the equation 
with their coefficients. The regression analysis
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TABLE 31
MULTIPLE REGRESSION STEPS: ANALYSIS BETWEEN 
KINETIC FAMILY DRAWING VARIABLES AND 
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL VARIABLE 
-MOTHER AND ME"
Step 
N o .
Variable
Entered
Multiple 
R RSQ
Change 
in RSQ
F to 
Enter
1 Distance between 
self and father 0. 1337 0.0179 0.0179 6.75
2 Father missing 0. 1721 0.0296 0.0118 4.49
3 Under 1ining 
f igures 0. 1958 0.0383 0.0087 3.34
4 Arm length 
of mother 0 . 2 1 2 0 0.0450 0.0066 2.55
5 Face completion 
of self 0.2267 0.05 14 0.0064 2.48
6 Direction faced 
by father 0.2455 0.0603 0.0089 3.46
7 Arm length 
of self 0. 2492 0.0672 0.0069 2 . 70
a Lining on top 0.2693 0.0725 0.0054 2 . 1 1
9 Rel igious 
symbo 1 s 0.2772 0.0769 0.0043 1.70
1 0 Ascendent self 0.2834 0.0803 0.0035 1.37
1 1 Direction faced 
by mother 0.2887 0.0834 0.0030 1 . 2 0
1 2 S i ze of self 0.2937 0.0863 0.0029 1 . 15
13 Compartment- 
al ication 0.2990 0.0894 0.0031 1.23
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TABLE 32
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS: KINETIC FAMILY DRAWING 
VARIABLES AND SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL 
VARIABLE "MOTHER AND ME"
Variables Coef f ■
Std. Err. 
of Coef f . Tolerance
F to 
Remove
Arm length 
of mother 0.9928 0.3947 0.7773 6.33
Arm length 
of self -0 . 6 8 8 6 0.4087 0.7716 2 . 84
Face completion 
of self 0.9964 0.4936 0 .9379 4 .08
Father missing -2.0189 0.9088 0.9652 4.93
Size of self 0.00974 0.0084 0.8818 1. 35
Ascendent self -0.4254 0.3435 0.9320 1.53
Direction faced 
by father 0.3548 0.5014 0.6486 0.50
Direction faced 
by mother 0.6901 0.5372 0.7181 1.65
Distance between 
self and father 0.0151 0.0062 0.94 34 5.95
Compartment- 
alrzation 0.4028 0.3632 0.8568 1 .23
Lining on top -0 . 8773 0.4535 0.8565 3 . 74
Under 1ining 
f igures 1.1428 0.5409 0.8728 4 .46
Religious 
symbo 1 s 3.234 3 2.2954 0.9679 1 .99
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indicated that a higher rating of "Mother and Me" is 
related to a longer arm length of mother, a shorter arm 
length of self, a more complete face of self, a lower 
possibility of father missing, a greater size of self, 
self placed lower on the page, father facing major 
figures in the drawing, mother facing major figures, a 
greater distance between self and father, more 
compartmentalization, less lining at the top of the 
drawing, more underlining of individual figures, more 
religious symbols present in the drawing.
For Concept 3 - “Father and Me" - a step-wise 
multiple-regression analysis was conducted between the 
Kinetic Family Drawing and the Semantic Differential 
variable "Father and Me." Table 33 presents the 
summary from the multiple-regression analysis.
Seventeen steps were taken. At each step the multiple- 
regression analysis was significant. The multiple 
correlation at Step 17 was 0 .4 3 7 0 , explaining 19% of 
the variance. For this step the ANOVA yielded an F 
ratio of 4.93 with 17 and 355 degrees of freedom and a 
probability of .000. For the concept "Father and Me, 
therefore, null hypothesis 3 was rejected.
Table 34 shows the variables in the equation 
with their coefficients. The regression analysis 
indicated that a higher rating of "Father and Me" is
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TABLE 33
MULTIPLE REGRESSION STEPS: ANALYSIS BETWEEN KINETIC
FAMILY DRAWING VARIABLES AND SEMANTIC
DIFFERENTIAL VARIABLE "FATHER AND ME"
Step Variable 
No. Entered
Multiple 
R RSQ
Change 
in RSQ
F to 
Enter
I Father missing 2.2363 0.0559 0.0559 2 t.95
2 Distance from
self to mother 0.2721 0.0740 0.0182 7.26
3 Distance from
self to father 0.3146 0.0990 0.0249 1 0 . 2 2
4 Face completion 
of se 1 f 0.3284 0.1078 0.0089 3 . 6 6
5 Cooperative mother 0.3378 0.1141 0.0063 n .59
6 Cooperative father 0.3725 0.1397 0.0246 1 0 .46
7 Distance, mother 
to father 0.3849 0.1481 0.0094 4 .03
9 Cooperative self 0.3950 0. 156 0.0079 3.40
9 Arm length 
of mother 0.4001 0 . 1601 0.0041 1 .76
1 0 Activity level 
of mother 0.4062 0. 1650 0.0049 ->. 1 2
1 1 Direction faced 
by self 0.4 127 C. 1703 0.0053 .33
1 2 Direction faced 
by father 0.4189 0. 1755 0 .0 0 S 1 2 .24
13 Lining on bottom 0.4222 0.1783 0.0028 1 .24
14 Lining on top 0.4271 0.1824 0.0041 1 .81
15 Ascendent self 0.4305 0.1853 0.0029 1 .28
16 Under 1 in ing 
f igures 0.434 1 0. 1885 0.0031 1 .37
17 Arm length cf self 0.4370 0.1910 0.0025 i . 1 0
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TABLE 34
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS: KINETIC FAMILY DRAWING 
VARIABLES AND SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL 
VARIABLE “FATHER AND ME“
Variable Coeff.
Std. Err . 
of Coeff . Tolerance
F to 
Remove
Activity level 
of mother 0.4938 0.3334 0.8584 2. 19
Cooperative mother -2 . 1825 0.5782 0.4464 14 .25
Cooperative father 2.2673 0.5392 0.4732 17.68
Cooperative self -0.5833 0.4167 0.6123 1. 96
Arm length 
of mother -0.3551 0.4594 0.7559 0.60
Arm length of self -0.4959 0.4730 0.7587 1 . 1 0
Face completion 
of self 1.0959 0.5752 0.9097 3.63
Father missing -5.4434 1.0493 0.9537 26.91
Ascendent self -0.4798 0.3903 0.9508 1.51
Direction faced 
by father 0.8725 0.5356 0.7487 2 . 65
Direction faced 
by self -1.0933 0.5477 0.7801 3.98
Distance from
mother to fathe r -0.0113 0.0056 0.8098 4.11
Distance from
self to father 0 . 0 2  6 1 0.0077 0.7952 11.47
Distance from
self to mother -0.0195 0.0058 0.8935 11.25
Lining on bottom 0.4564 0.3220 0.9067 2 . 0 1
Lin ing on top -0.9227 0.5423 0.7892 2 .90
Underlining figures 0.7659 0.623 1 0.8664 1.51
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related to a higher activity level of mother, a less 
cooperative mother, a more cooperative father, a less 
cooperative self, a shorter arm length of mother, a 
shorter arm length of self, a more complete face of 
self, less possibility of absent father, lower 
placement of self on the page, father facing major 
figures in the drawing, self not facing major figures, 
a shorter distance from mother to father, greater 
distance from self to father, a shorter distance from 
self to mother, a greater presence of lining at the 
bottom, less lining at the top, and more underlining of 
individual figures.
For Concept 4 - "My Whole Family” - a step­
wise multiple-regression analysis was conducted between 
the Kinetic Family Drawing variables and the Semantic 
Differential concept "My Whole Family." Table 35 
presents the summary from the multiple-regression 
analysis. The highest multiple correlation attained 
0.2310, explaining 5% of the variance. At none of the 
steps, however, did the ANOVA indicate that the 
regression was significant. Table 36 presents the F 
ratio, degrees of freedom, and probability for the 
steps.
For the concept "My Whole Family" the null 
hypothesis was retained. There is no significant
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TABLE 35
MULTIPLE REGRESSION STEPS: ANALYSIS BETWEEN 
KINETIC FAMILY DRAWING VARIABLES AND 
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL VARIABLE 
"MY WHOLE FAMILY"
Stepi Variable Multi ple Change F to
No. Entered R RSQ in RSQ Enter
1 Orientation between 
father and self 0.0863 0.0075 0.0075 2 . 79
2 Father missing 0.1186 0.0141 0.0066 2.48
3 Distance between
mother and father 0.1399 0.0196 0.0055 2.08
4 Direction faced 
by mother 0.1563 0.0244 0.0049 1 . 83
5 Distance between 
self and mother 0. 1698 0.0288 0.0044 1 . 6 6
6 Unde r 1rning 
f igures 0.1810 0.0327 0.0039 1.49
7 Arm length 
of self 0.1921 0.0369 0.0042 1.58
8 Like-to-1ive- 
in-family 0.2004 0.0402 0.0033 1 . 24
9 Orientation between 
self and mother 0.2103 0.0442 0.0041 1 . 54
1 0 Orientation between 
mother and self 0.2176 0.0474 0.0031 1 . 19
1 1 Lining on the 
bottom 0.2250 0.0506 0 .0032 1.23
1 2 Barriers between 
self and mother 0.2310 0.0533 0.0027 1 .04
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TABLE 36
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AT EACH STEP BETWEEN 
KINETIC FAMILY DRAWING VARIABLES AND 
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL VARIABLE 
"MY WHOLE FAMILY"
Step F Ratio Degrees of Freedom Probabi1ity
4 2.79 1 / 371 .093
2 2.64 2 / 370 .071
3 2.46 3 / 369 .061
4 2 . 30 4 / 368 .057
5 2.18 5 / 367 .055
6 2 .07 6 / 366 .055
7 2 . 0 0 7 / 365 .054
8 1.90 g / 364 .058
9 1 .87 9 / 363 .055
10 1 .80 1 0 / 362 .059
1 1 1.75 n / 36 1 .061
1 2 1.69 1 2 / 360 .067
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relationship between "My Whole Family" and the Kinetic 
Family Drawing variables.
Analysis 2 - Canonical Correlation
The canonical correlation between the two sets 
of variables was .5076, explaining 26% of the variance. 
With 160 degrees of freedom, a chi-square of 236.26 
was obtained, with P = 0.00001. This hypothesis, 
therefore, was rejected. There was only one 
significant function (P .05). Table 37 gives the 
canonical function loadings for the two sets of 
variables which are the correlation of canonical 
variables with the original variables. It is customary 
within each set to note those variables whose loadings 
are at least 50% of the maximum loading in the set.
The variables are father missing, direction 
faced by self, distance from self to mother, distance 
from self to father, and sire of self.
The significant function indicated that a 
higher rating of vhe Semantic Differential concept 
"Father and Me ” is related to less possibility of 
absent father, self not facing major figures, a 
shorter distance from self to mother, a greater 
distance from self to father, and a smaller size of 
se If.
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TABLE 37
CANONICAL FUNCTION LOADINGS OF THE SEMANTIC 
DIFFERENTIAL VARIABLES AND THE KINETIC
FAMILY DRAWING VARIABLES
Standardized
Set Variable Correlations
I (Semantic Me 0.332
Differential} Mother and me 0.274
Father and me 0.863*
My whole family 0.031
2 (Kinetic Activity level of father 0.133
Family Activity level of mother 0 . 1 0 2
Drawing) Activity level of self -0 . 1 1 0
Cooperative mother -0. 149
Cooperative father 0.095
Cooperative self -0.184
Activity level of siblings 0.016
Arm length of mom -0. 153
Arm length of self -0.118
Body completion of self 0.155
Face completion of self 0. 196
Father missing -0.427*
Family members present 0.018
Size of self -0.230*
Relative size of self 0.077
Ascendent mother -0.105
Ascendent self -0.056
Direction faced by father 0.091
Direction faced by mother -0.029
Direction faced by self -0.287*
Distance from mother to father -0 . 2 0 1
Distance from self to father 0.235*
Distance from self to mother -0.271*
Orientation, father and mother 0.043
Orientation, father and self -0.044
Orientation, mother and father 0.069
Orientation, mother and self -0.097
Orientation, self and mother -0.123
Orientation, self and father 0 . 0 0 2
Barriers, mother and father -0.042
Barriers, self and father 0.117
Barriers, self and mother 0.052
Compartmentalization -0.123
Encapsulation 0.043
Lining on bottom 0.140
Lining on top -0 . 1 0 1
Underlining figures -0.085
Like-to-li ve-i n-f ami 1y 0.117
Sexuality symbol 0.030
Religious symbols -0.058
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QS5£SiSES®El£si_3sta_on_the 
Kinet.ic_Fam,i.ly_Draw i.ng
Cgntrast_of_Sexes
Scores on the 40 Kinetic Family Drawing 
variables for boys and girls were contrasted. Table 
38 presents the results of the t-tests for independent 
groups along with the mean scores for each variable for 
boys as well as girls. The results indicated that 
there were seven variables which show a significant 
difference between the drawings of the boys and girls: 
arm length of self (ARMSEL), face completion of self 
(FACSEL), size of self (SIZSEL), relative size of self 
(REIZSEL), ascendent mother (ASCMOM), direction faced 
by father (DIRDAD), and direction faced by self 
CDIRSEL).
The significant variables indicated that boys 
tended to draw longer arm lengths of self than girls; 
girls tended to draw more complete faces of self and 
larger sizes of self; boys tended to draw larger 
relative sizes of self; girls tended to draw a more 
ascendent mother; boys were more likely to draw father 
facing major figures and self facing major figures.
Contrast_gf_Grades
Scores on the Kinetic Family Drawing
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TABLE 38
t-TESTS BETWEEN BOYS AND GIRLS 
FOR THE KINETIC FAMILY 
DRAWING VARIABLES
Variable Variable
Name
Mean 
Boys Girls
T(df=266) P
1 ACTDAD 4 .2348 4.1176 0.5913 0.5548
2 ACTMOM 4.4167 4.1912 1.2555 0.2105
3 ACTSEl 4.6515 4.2206 1.9599 0.0510
4 COOPMO 1.3106 1.3971 0.5976 0.5506
5 COOPDA . 1.1742 1.3456 1.1244 0.2618
6 COOPSE 1 .2348 1.1912 0.2529 0.8004
7 ACTSIB 4 . 0 0 0 0 3.9191 0.3386 0.7351
8 ARMMOM 2 .8364 2.6250 1 .7869 0.0751
9 ARMSEL 3.0833 2.7 132 2.6796 0.0078*
1 0 BODSEL 4 .7727 4.8382 0.7929 0.4285
1 1 FACSEL 2.4167 2.8382 5.0027 0 .0 0 0 0 *
1 2 PARMSD 0.0076 0.0074 0 . 0 2 0 0 0.9832
13 FAMPRES 5.5227 5.5368 0.0663 0.9472
14 SIZSEL 48.7046 59.0882 2.7651 0.006 1 *
15 RSIZSEL 0 . 1 2 1 2 0.0294 2.8928 0.0041*
16 ASCMOM 3.0833 3.5074 3.0424 0.0026*
17 ASCSEL 3 .2045 3.3897 1.2360 0.2175
18 DIRDAD 1.7424 1.4559 2.3497 0.0195*
19 DIRMOM 1 .5530 1.3897 1 .4407 0.1508
2 0 DIRSEL 1.7273 1.1838 5.0716 0 .0 0 0 0 *
2 1 DISTMD 6 8  .909 1 73.1618 0.4516 0.6518
2 2 DISTSD 85.5227 90.3832 0.5731 0.5670
23 DISTSM 79 .3485 73.544 1 0.1086 0.9138
24 ORDM 0.2045 0.2 132 0. 1743 0.8618
25 ORDS 0.1515 0. 1103 0.9993 0.3185
26 ORMD 0.2273 0.2 132 0.2762 0.7825
27 ORMS 0.1439 0.1397 0.0989 0.9212
28 ORSM 0 . 1 2 1 2 0.1176 0.0894 0.9286
29 ORSD 0.1515 0.1103 0.9993 0.3185
30 TBARRMD 1.3485 1.0147 1.8794 0.0613
31 TBARRSD 1 .4 394 1 .3529 0.502 3 0.6158
32 TBARRSM 1.3636 1.1838 1.0618 0.2893
33 COMPART 0.5606 0.4338 0.8822 0.3784
34 ENCAPS 1 .462 1 1 .4265 0.1587 0.8739
35 LINBOT 0.3 56 1 0.8162 C .207 1 0.8361
36 LINTOP 0.2955 0.1985 0.9560 0.3399
37 UNDLIF 0.1515 0 .1250 0.3693 0.7 122
38 LILIF 2.6439 2 .7868 1.7325 0.0843
39 SEXSYM 0 . 1 2 1 2 0.147 1 0.6184 0.5368
40 REISYM 0.0379 0 . 0 2 2  1 0.7588 0.4486
* i n d i c a t e s  s i g n i f i c a n c e
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variables were contrasted among Grades 1 through 6 . 
Table 39 presents the mean scores for each variable for 
the six grades, and Table 40 presents the analysis of 
variance between Grades 1 through 6 for each variable. 
The results indicated that there were five variables 
which showed a significant difference between grade 
levels: size of self (SIZSEL), ascendent mother
(ASCMOM) , ascendent self (ASCSEL), types of barriers 
between mother and father (TBARRMD), and encapsulation 
(ENCAPS).
When applied to the contrasts between Grades 
1 through 6 , the Newman-Keuls multiple-comparison 
method indicated significance for the following 
variables: size of self, the means of Grades 4 and 5
were significantly larger than the mean for Grade 3; 
ascendent mother, the mean of Grade 2 was significantly 
larger than the means of Grades 3 through 6 ; ascendent 
self, the mean of Grade 2 was significantly larger than 
the mean of Grade 3; types of barriers between mother 
and father, the mean of Grade 3 was significantly 
larger than the means of Grades 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6 ; 
encapsulation, the mean of Grade 3 was significantly 
larger than the means ;f Grades 1 and 2. Appendix L 
presents matrices of ordered contrasts for the means of 
the grades on the Kinetic Family Drawing variables.
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TABLE 39
MEAN SCORES FOR GRADES 1 THROUGH 6 ON THE 
KINETIC FAMILY DRAWING VARIABLES
Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6
ACTMOM 3 .9792 4.2273 4 .5102 4.0426 3.9167 4.4687
ACTDAD 4.1042 4 .2045 4 .3878 4.4043 4 .6667 3.9062
ACTSEL 3.9792 4.3182 4 .4490 4.4681 4.7500 4.7188
COOPMO 1.6042 1.3636 1.0612 1.2979 1.6458 1.0625
COOPDA 1.3542 1.2955 1.0408 1. 1277 1.4792 1.28 13
COOPSE 1.5000 1.3409 1.0408 1.0638 1.1667 1. 1563
ACTSIB 3.2400 4.2500 3 .9796 4.1064 4.2500 3.9375
ARMMOM 3.0625 2.8864 2 .4694 2.5957 2.7500 2.7813
ARMSEL 3.1042 3.0455 2.8163 2.6170 2 .8542 2.9687
BODSEL 4.8125 4.5227 4 .7959 4 .9362 4.8750 4.9062
FACSEL 2.4792 2.7045 2.7143 2.5957 2 .6250 2.6875
PARMSD 0.04 17 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
FAMPRES 5.2708 5.1136 5 .8980 5.7234 5.5417 5.6250
SIZSEL 47.9583 52.7273 45.0204 62.2979 60.3125 56.6875
RSIZSEL 0.0208 0.0682 0.1429 0.0638 0.1250 0.0000
ASCMOM 3.4375 3.7955 2.9184 3.2766 3.2708 3.0625
ASCSEL 3.3125 3.7727 2.8367 3.2340 3.3333 3.3750
DIRDAD 1.3125 1.5000 1 .6327 1.5745 1.9583 1.5938
DIRMOM 1.3542 1.2955 1.3061 1.6170 1 .5625 1.7813
DIRSEL 1.2500 1.2500 1.3878 1.5106 1.6878 1.6875
DISTMD 63.3125 89.3636 76.0816 68.8298 57.4583 73.5000
DISTSD 78.1042 94.9318 91 .7959 101.6383 83.7917 73.5000
DISTSM 70 .9167 75.0455 8 8 . 1837 9 1.7659 73.4583 71.5625
ORDM 0.2292 0.1591 0 . 1 0 2 0 0.2553 0.2708 0.2500
ORDS 0.1667 0.1364 0.0816 0. 1277 0.1042 0.1875
ORMD 0.2500 0.1591 0.1429 0.2553 0.2708 0.2500
CRMS 0.1667 0.2045 0. 122 4 0. 1277 0. 1042 0.1250
ORSM 0.1667 0.1136 0 . 1 0 2 0 0. 1277 0.1042 0.0938
ORSD 0.1667 0.1591 0.0816 0.1277 0.1042 0.1563
TBARRMD 1.1667 0.8636 1 .7959 1.1064 1 . 0 0 0 0 1.0625
TBARRSD 1.4792 1.1364 1 .8367 1.4681 1.2083 1.1250
TBARRSM 1.2500 0.9545 I .7347 1.2979 1. 1667 1.1562
COMPART 0.3958 0.2500 0.7 34 7 0. 3404 0.5417 0.78 13
ENCAPS 0.8958 1.1591 2.0204 1.6809 1.3958 1.5000
LINBOT 0.9792 0.7955 1 . 1 0 2  0 0.5957 0.8125 0.6563
LINTOP 0.2917 0.2273 0.4082 0.3617 0.0000 0. 1563
UNDLIF 0. 1250 0.1364 0.2357 0.0851 0.1458 0.0000
LILIF 2.6250 2.7955 2.5510 2.7447 2.8125 2.8125
SEXSYM 0. 1250 0.1818 0.1429 0. 1277 0.0417 0.2188
REISYM 0 . 0 0 0 0 0.0455 0.0612 0.0426 0.0208 0.0000 -
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TABLE 40
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN GRADES 
1 THROUGH 6 ON THE KINETIC FAMILY 
DRAWING VARIABLES
Variable Variable Name F(df=5,262) P
1 Activity level of father 1.0881 0.3673
2 Activity level of mother 1.3512 0.2432
3 Activity level of self 1.1005 0.3605
4 Cooperative mother 2.0664 0.0700
5 Cooperative father 0.7645 0.5761
6 Cooperative self 0.7385 0.5952
7 Activity level of siblings 1.7568 0 . 1 2 2 1
8 Arm length of mother 1.4677 0.2007
9 Arm length of self 1. 1169 0.3517
1 0 Body completion of self 2 .1870 0.0561
1 1 Face completion of self 0 . 7085 0.6175
1 2 Father missing 1.8702 0.0999
13 Family members present 1.3140 0.2584
14 Size of self 2.3632 0.0403*
15 Relative size of self 1.9814 0.0817
16 Ascendent mother 3 .2173 0.0078*
17 Ascendent self 2.8574 0.0157*
18 Direction faced by father 2.1483 0.0602
19 Direction faced by mother 1.8397 0.1054
2 0 Direction faced by self 2.0771 0.0686
2 1 Distance, mother and father 0.9509 0.4486
2 2 Distance, self to father 1 . 0 1 1 1 0.4115
23 Distance, self to mother 1.0272 0.4019
24 Orientation, father, mother 1.2447 0.2886
25 Orientation, father and self 0.5550 0.7344
26 Orientation, mother and self 0.8207 0.5359
27 Orientation, mother and self 0.4991 0.7768
28 Orientation, self and mother 0.2971 0.9143
29 Orientation, self and father 0.4702 0.7983
30 Barriers, mother and father 2.4317 0.0354*
31 Barriers, self and father 1 .7537 0.1228
32 Barriers, self and mother 1 .6800 0. 1397
33 Compartmentalization 1.4263 0.2150
34 Encapsulation 2.2592 0.0490*
35 Lining on bottom 0.6664 0.6493
36 Lining on top 1 .5248 0. 1823
37 Underlining figures 1.0595 0.3835
38 Like-to-Live-m-f am i 1 y 1 .2229 0.2986
39 Sexuality symbols 1.2909 0.2681
40 Religious symbols 0.9746 0.4337
* denotes significance
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The contrasts indicated that children in 
Grades 4 and 5 tended to draw the self figure larger 
than the children in Grade 3; the children in Grade 2 
tended to draw a more ascendent mother than the 
children in Grades 3 through 6 ; the children in Grade 
2 tended to draw a more ascendent self than the 
children in Grade 3; the children in Grade 3 tended 
to draw more significant barriers than the children in 
Grades 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6 ; the children in Grade 3 
tended to draw more encapsulations than the children in 
Grades 1 and 2.
Chapter_Summary 
Chapter IV has presented an analysis of data 
obtained from nonclinic Black children in Grades 1 
through 6 in Michigan, Indiana, and Illinois. 
Demographic characteristics of the sample were first 
presented, followed by psychometric information for the 
Semantic Differential Family Scale. The basic data, 
including normative data on the Kinetic Family Drawing, 
were presented. The results from the tests of the 
three hypotheses were nest presented. For each 
hypothesis a canonical correlation analysis and four 
step-wise multiple regression analyses were conducted. 
The first hypothesis was retained, but the second and
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third hypotheses were rejected. Developmental data 
were presented in the final section of this chapter.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Chapter V presents the summary, discussion of 
the findings and conclusions of the study, implications 
of the findings, and recommendations for future 
research. The summary briefly describes the problem 
statement, review of literature, the purpose of the 
study, methodology, and findings. Conclusions and 
recommendations are presented based on the findings.
Summary
3tat.ement_gf_the_Prgbl.em
It is essential to look at Black children as a 
group in the United States separate from White 
children because of ethnic, cultural, and economic 
differences which exist between *he groups. Valid 
psychological instruments for use with Slack children 
in the United States are scarce. It is essential to 
validate the Kinetic Family Drawing as a useful tool to 
gather information about Black children and their 
fami lies.
140
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Qver v_i ew_af _Re 1 ated_L j^ter atur e
The Kinetic Family Drawing (Burns & Kaufman, 
1972) is the product of an evolution of projective 
techniques utilizing the drawings of individuals. Many 
people contributed to findings on separate, but 
related, tools which have proven to be of value by 
themselves and in combination. Out of these works the 
Draw-A-Person Test (Goodenough, 1926), the Draw-A- 
Family Test (Hulse, 1951), and eventually the Kinetic 
Family Drawing technique were created.
Studies of the Kinetic Family Drawing have 
established that there is high interrater reliability, 
but low test-retest reliability (Cummings, 1980; 
Johnston, 1975; Layton, 1984; Levenberg, 1975; McPhee & 
Wegner, 1976). The explanation offered for this 
finding ^s that the Kinetic Family Drawing variables 
are able to identify the current emotional status of 
the individual, but not the pattern or set 
characteristics of the person.
Studies on the validity of the Kinetic Family 
Drawing have produced differing results. Nonsignifi­
cant validity was especially found m  studies which 
used already identified special groups of the 
population (Britain, 1970; Jacobson, 1973; McCallister, 
1983; Myers, 1979; Yuunger, 1982). The Kinetic Family
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Drawing was found to be of some promise in identifying 
family problems and family dynamics when concurrent 
validity was tested. Studies suggested that some work 
needs to be done in this area in order to firmly 
establish the concurrent validity of the tool.
The Kinetic Family Drawing has been success­
fully used in a number of studies using samples from 
various cultural, ethnic, and clinical backgrounds 
(Mangum, 1976; McCallister, 1983; Roth & Huber, 1979).
The Semantic Differential technigue is easily 
modified and tailored for studies examining different 
concepts and different cultural and ethnic populations. 
(Cho, 1987; Cooper, 1975; Monge, 1973). A number of 
studies have documented that the technique is valuable 
in identifying attitude, self-concept, and family 
relationships (Baraff & Cunningham, 1966; Burke &
Tully, 1977; Piotrowski, 1983). It is a valid 
instrument for measuring self-concept within the family 
context (Soares & Soares, 1981).
The literature on Black families has tended to 
lean toward two distinctly differing points of view.
The traditional view, termed the deficit-deficiency 
model of Black family life (White, 1984) or the 
pathology-disorganization perspective (Martin & Martin, 
1978), characterized the Black family as a female-
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dominated, single-parent, subnuclear disorganized unit 
(White, 1984). This view has also suggested that the 
Black family characteristics included instability, 
deviance, and maladaption (Martin & Martin, 1978).
The strength-resi 1iency perspective (Martin & 
Martin, 1978) emerged in the late 1960s partly as an 
outgrowth of the rise of Black consciousness in the 
1960s, and partly as a rebuttal to earlier works which 
painted a negative picture of Black families. This 
model portrayed the Black family in a positive stance, 
highlighting the strengths of the family in coping with 
the society in which Blacks have to function.
Among the unique charateristi:s which can be 
observed in the Black family are cohesion and 
closeness, the importance of motherhood, early 
sexua 1 ization of children, the fluid role among 
members, the importance of the extended family, and 
the strong emphasis on religion.
Purpgse_of_the_Study
The purpose of this research was to (1 ) vali­
date the Kinetic Family Drawing as an appropriate 
instrument for use with Black children; (2) describe 
possible developmental age differences in the Kinetic 
Family Drawings of Black children from Grades 1 through
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6 , and their perceptions of family relationships and 
the role of self within the family.
Msthgdg_l g g y
A correlational research design was used to 
determine the validity of the Kinetic Family Drawing 
for Black children using the Semantic Differential 
Family Scale as a criterion measure.
Samp1i ng
The subjects for this study were children from 
Grades 1 through 6 from five school systems in 
Michigan, Indiana, and Illinois. Th : rty-five boys and 
35 girls were selected from each grade, for a total 
sample size of 420 students. No chiLd receiving mental 
health or special education services was part of the 
group.
I n s t r u m e n t a t i o n
This study utilised two instruments. The 
Kinetic Family Drawing was the instrument to be vali­
dated. The scoring system used was developed by Burns 
(1982) and modified by Cho (1987). In his scoring 
system. Burns described 80 variables relating to the 
action of the self; father and mother figures; the 
position, distance, and barriers of figures; the styles
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of drawing; and the general impression of the drawing. 
C ho’s modifications of Burns' scoring system included 
observing comparative sizes of figures instead of 
measuring actual sizes. Cho also rated numbers and 
kinds of barriers differently from Burns.
Four variables were added for this study: (1)
the activity level of siblings was scored in the same 
manner as Burns (1982) scored activity level of mother, 
father, and self; (2 ) family members present was scored 
in the same manner as Burns (1982)--scoring number of 
siblings found in the drawing; (3) sexuality symbols 
present were scored by assigning a score of " 1 '* for the 
presence of any sexuality symbol present in the 
drawing and a score of "0 " for the absence of symbols; 
(4) religious symbols or activities present were scored 
by assigning a score of " 1 " for the presence of any 
religious symbol in the drawing and a score of "0 " for 
the absence of religious symbols.
The Semantic Differential Family Scale was the 
criterion against which the Kinetic Family Drawing was 
compared. The Semantic Differential was chosen for 
its established reliability, validity, and flexibility 
for measuring self-concept and family relationships 
among different ages and cultures.
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Analysis of Data
Three hypotheses were generated from the first 
research question concerning the validity of the 
Kinetic Family Drawings of Black children. The two 
sets of variables: (1 ) Semantic Differential and (2)
Kinetic Family Drawing were tested at two levels: (a)
step-uise multiple regression analysis and (b) canoni­
cal correlation analysis to identify any relationship 
between the variables. The research questions regard­
ing how Black children draw their families, and the 
differences m  perceptions of self and the family 
relationships within age groups were both treated 
descr iptively.
Ei.nd.i ngs_of _ the_ Study
This section presents a summary of the find­
ings regarding the normative data, the results of 
the hypothesis testing with discussion, and findings 
from the developmental data.
Normative Data
In the summary of the normative data the 
Kinetic Family Drawings of the research subjects were 
used m  an attempt to describe the characteristics 
of the Black family as well as the self-concept and 
role of self within the family.
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Perceptions of Family and 
Family Relationships
The drawings of 46% of the subjects were rated 
as reflecting a positive impression of the family.
The mean score (2.529) of the like-to-liva-in-family 
variable leaned slightly toward the positive.
While 29% of the drawings showed father 
missing, 50.5% of the fathers were reported absent from 
the family. The demographic data also indicated that 
mother was perceived to be the dominant family figure 
for 61.67% of the subjects. The mean score on the 
Kinetic Family Drawing variable which suggests mother 
dominance and power (ascendant mother), however, was 
3.362, indicating that mother was generally placed in 
the bottom half of the picture. In the Kinetic Family 
Drawing the higher the figure placement on the page, 
the more dominant the figure is assumed to be in family 
life. Mother, therefore, was not generally portrayed 
as having greater dominance within the family. Both 
self and mother figures were generally placed at 
approximately the same level. The mean score for 
ascendent self was 3.335.
The discrepancy between the demographic 
reports on mother dominance and the Kinetic Family 
Drawing portrayal of less mother dominance might be
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linked to the possibility that the Kinetic Family 
Drawing might not be truly reflecting the dominance 
perceived by Black children. Cho (1987) reported the 
mean score for ascendent mother among 408 grade-school 
Chinese children to be 4.169 with a mode of 5.000, 
compared to a mean score for ascendent father of 4.250 
with a mode of 5.000. There was not much 
differentiation between father and mother dominance in 
this sample, even though Cho stated that the male, and 
father figure, is clearly recognized as the dominant 
figure in the Chinese culture and family.
Another possibility is that the question asked 
(Who in your family do you ask permission to go 
somewhere?) might not have been perceived as a role of 
dominance but one of many roles shared by significant 
others in the family. There is also the possibility 
that the child might ask permission of the mother not 
because she is dominant or powerful, but because she 
gives the most favourable replies.
Staples (1976) stated that there is no special 
status or authority associated with roles in the Black 
family, and that contrary to theories about the Black 
matriarchy and the dominance of women, most studies 
support the idea that an equalitarian pattern typifies 
most Black families. Hill (1972) suggested that most
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mothers, while strong, are not dominant, but share with 
their partners the making of family decisions, even in 
low-income Black families.
The mean score of 2.756 and mode of 3.000 on 
the arm length of mother depicted an appropriate length 
of the arm. As a longer arm length signifies rejection 
and threat, the data suggested that subjects did not 
generally perceive their mothers to be rejecting or 
threatening.
In the cooperation variables of the Kinetic 
Family Drawing, the subjects portrayed the father, 
mother, and self figures as working independently and 
not together.
This finding is supported and disputed within 
the literature on Black families. The supporters of 
the deficit-deficiency model argue that the Black 
female received her power as a result of the larger 
society not permitting the Black male to assume the 
legal, economic, and social positions necessary to 
become a viable force within the family. The Black 
female child, consequently, develops an inflated 
opinion of her role as a future adult and parent, and 
since she has had minimal exposure to decision-making 
models where the male is a vital part of the process, 
she grows up with the attitude that she is self-
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sufficient and can take care of herself without the 
male's help. With this attitude, they contend that 
there can only be a vicious, distructive cycle of 
uncooperativeness and pathology within the Black family 
and community (White, 1984).
The supporters of the strength-resiliency 
model of the Black family suggest that the extended 
family model represents a more accurate way of 
categorizing the Black family and capturing its 
strengths. They contend that while there might be many 
female-headed households, an important aspect of Black 
family life is the extended family where there is 
general cooperation, pooling of resources, and 
affirmation of moral and tangible support by various 
relatives and significant others, who, although not 
always physically close, exert a significant and 
positive influence. They cite examples of family 
cooperation, such as the incorporation of children from 
distant as well as close relatives in the family, 
supporting these children through school, and in some 
cases, through college, without any remuneration 
expected from these relatives (White, 1984).
The definition of cooperation for Blacks might 
not involve working or playing together in a given 
physical space, but more contributing to the promotion
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of the family welfare by engaging in separate but 
related tasks.
In her study of Chinese children, Cho (1987) 
reported the mean scores on the cooperation variable 
as .500 for father, 1.542 for mother, and .543 for 
self. These scores do not suggest the level of 
cooperation which might be expected from children whom 
Cho described as not encouraged in self-expression and 
individualism. It is not very clear, therefore, that 
this Kinetic Family Drawing variable is effective or 
ineffective in describing the closeness and cooperation 
in the Black family.
The data suggested that there is less 
communication and relating, as demonstrated by the 
scores on the orientation variables, than expected.
The mode for each of these variables was 0.000 for all 
figures, indicating figures not facing and interacting 
with each other. These scores are consistent with the 
finding of less cooperation among family members. If 
members are not working or playing together, it is 
reasonable to expect that their communicating or 
relating is not freguent.
There were generally one to two significant 
barriers between figures, suggesting rivalry, 
competition, defensiveness, and psychological
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distancing (Knoff & Prout, 1985). Cho (1987) reported 
similar findings for significant barriers between 
figures of Chinese children.
The mean score on the arm length of self 
variable was 2.820 with the mode being 3.000, 
indicating a normal arm length for the self figure. 
This suggests that the subjects did not generally 
portray themselves as needing to reject other 
individuals or isolate themselves from the family.
The low mean scores on styles and symbols for 
this nonclinic sample suggested that the subjects did 
not generally view their families as unstable or 
anxiety and stress producing. These findings are 
consistent with results from other studies (Cho, 1987; 
Monttinen, 1988) on nonclinic children. This suggests 
that if style variables do appear in a drawing, this 
could be an indication of the presence of pathology 
(Knoff & Prout, 1985).
Self-Concept and Role of Self 
in the Family of Black Children
The portrayal of the self figure by most 
subjects was fairly complete, with the mean activity 
level as high as other family members. Subjects drew 
an appropriate relative size of self within the 
family. Using Burns’ (1982) interpretations, this
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suggests that the subjects exhibited a good 
self-concept.
The mean score of 3.333 on the ascendence of 
the self figure also suggests that the subjects 
generally did not feel a need to strive for dominance 
or attention within the family.
In contrast to the other scores indicating 
high self-concept, the mean score of 1.489 on the 
direction faced by the self figure suggested only a 
moderately high self-concept. According to O'Brien and 
Patton (1974), the father figure facing the self figure 
is related to greater social and peer self-esteem. 
Scores on this variable indicated that 86% of the 
subjects did not draw father facing self. This would 
tend to suggest less social and peer self-concept for 
the subjects. It should be noted, however, that 29% of 
the subjects did not draw father in their picture, and 
50.5% reported father being absent from home. Hippier 
(1969) reported that the presence of the father in the 
Black family was important for the self-concept of 
Black males even though father absence was not always 
dysfunctional.
The Kinetic Family Drawings indicated that 
51.2% of the subjects portrayed themselves as not 
engaging in working, helping, playing together, or
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working together, which are the indicators of 
cooperation in the family. The mean cooperation for 
the self figure was 1.196, indicating the self working 
individually and not in cooperation with family 
members. The subjects responded to the cooperation 
variable in the same manner as they portrayed their 
parents. Possible reasons for this response have been 
addressed in the discussion on parental cooperation.
Importance of the Black 
Extended Family
The demographic data on the subjects indicated 
that the average number of family members living in 
each household was 5.4, while the mean score for family 
members present in the Kinetic Family Drawings was 
5.193 with a mode of 4.000. This suggests that the 
subjects represented in their drawings a fairly 
accurate picture of the size of the family living with 
them. The subjects generally did not draw relatives or 
others who were not living with them. A few subjects 
tended to omit some of the family members living with 
them, as evidenced by the difference between the 
reported 5.4 living at home and the 5.193 included in 
the drawing.
Two explanations are offered for the failure 
of the Kinetic Family Drawings of the subjects to
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reflect the Importance of the extended family: (1) 
children might have been overwhelmed by the number of 
family members to be fitted on one page and might have 
made a decision to define their family to facilitate 
their ability to draw the picture on a single page;
(2) along with other factors, the values of urban 
culture threaten the existence of the Black extended 
family (Martin & Martin, 1978), resulting in the 
lessening of the importance of the extended family in 
the perceptions of the children.
Sexualization of Black Children
The drawings of 14% of the subjects included a 
sexuality symbol, compared to the findings of German 
(1996) who used the Kinetic Family Drawing to study 40 
incest victims, ages 12 to 18, and found sexuality 
symbols in 50% of the drawings. Monttinen (1988) 
studied 172 elementary-schoo1 children ages 9 to 12, 
using the Kinetic Family Drawing, and reported 20.8% of 
the drawings as having sexuality symbols. In 
Jacobson's study (1973), 7.4% of the 136 public-school 
children ages 6 to 9 included a bed. Sims (1974) 
reported that 16% of the Kinetic Family Drawings of 
1,090 Grades-l-through-6 school children included a 
bed .
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Because there is a scarcity of studies using 
nonclinic children, it has not been clearly established 
what is the usual number of sexuality symbols present 
in the drawings of a nonclinic population. It is 
difficult, therefore, to draw conclusions from this 
research data as to the sexualization of Black 
children.
Importance of Religion in 
the Black Family
The drawings of 3.3% of the subjects included 
religious symbols or activities. Monttinen (1988) 
studied 172 elementary-school children from religious 
backgrounds, attending church-run schools, and reported 
that 11.6% of the subjects included a religious symbol 
or activity in their Kinetic Family Drawings. She 
concluded that children from religious backgrounds do 
not necessarily draw religious symbols or activities in 
their Kinetic Family Drawings.
This could possibly explain the absence of 
religious symbols in the drawings of the research 
subjects. The low percentage might also be reflecting 
what Tatum (1987) described as the shift of Black 
families away from ritualized religion.
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RgsuJLts_of _Hxgo the ses_Test i.ng 
Hypothesis 1
There is no statistically significant multiple 
correlation between the scores obtained from the 
Kinetic Family Drawing regarding the self and scores 
obtained from the Semantic Differential on the concepts 
"Me," "Mother and Me," "Father and Me," and "My whole 
Family."
Using multiple-regression analysis, the null 
hypothesis was rejected (p < .05) for two of the 
Semantic Differential variables: "Me" and "Father and 
Me."
For the canonical correlation analysis between 
the two sets of variables, null hypothesis 1 was 
retained. There is no significant relationship between 
the Semantic Differential variables and the Kinetic 
Family Drawing variables regarding self.
Hypothesis 2
There is no statistically significant 
correlation between the scores obtained from the 
Kinetic Family Drawing on the variables regarding the 
drawing of the family and the scores obtained from the 
Semantic Differential on the concepts "Me," "Mother and 
Me," "Father and Me," and "My Whole Family."
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Using multiple-regression analysis the null 
hypothesis was rejected (p < .05) for three of the 
Semantic Differential variables: "Me," "Mother and
Me," and "Father and Me."
The canonical correlation analysis between the 
two sets of variables was .45848, accounting for 21% of 
the variance. With 100 degrees of freedom, a chi- 
square of 157.75 was obtained, with p = 0.0002. For 
the canonical correlation between the two sets of 
variables, null hypothesis 2 was rejected. There is a 
relationship between the Semantic Differential 
variables and the Kinetic Family Drawing self 
variables.
Hypothesis 3
There is no statistically significant 
correlation between the scores obtained from all the 
Kinetic Family Drawing variables studied and the scores 
obtained from the Semantic Differential on the concepts 
"Me," "Mother and Me," "Father and Me," and "My Whole 
Family."
Using multiple-regression analysis, the 
null hypothesis was rejected (p < .05) for three of the 
Semantic Differential variables: "Me," "Mother and
Me," and "Father and Me."
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The canonical correlation analysis between the 
two sets of variables was .5075, accounting for 26% of 
the variance. With 160 degrees of freedom, a chi- 
square of 236.26 was obtained, with p = 0.00002. For 
the canonical correlation between the two sets of 
variables, null hypothesis 3 was rejected. There is a 
significant relationship between the Semantic 
Differential variables and che Kinetic Family Drawing 
var iab1es.
Qiscussion
The three hypotheses representing the self 
variables, family variables, and all the variables 
combined were tested on two levels: !1) multiple
regression analysis and (2) canonical correlation 
analys is .
For the multiple-regression analysis, 
significant relationships were found between three of 
the Semantic Differential concepts and a number of the 
Kinetic Family Drawing variables .n all three 
hypotheses. Using the multiple-regression analysis, 
the Kinetic Family Drawing was validated as a useful 
instrument in gathering information about Black 
children.
For the canonical correlation analysis.
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significant relationships were found between the 
Semantic Differential concept "Father and Me" and a 
number of Kinetic Family Drawing variables in the 
family variables (representing hypothesis 2) and 
combined Kinetic Family Drawing variables (representing 
hypothesis 3). This analysis also indicated a 
validation of the Kinetic Family Drawing by the 
Semantic Differential.
Canonical Correlation Analysis
All the variables found to be significant in 
the canonical-correlation analysis were also 
significant in the multiple-regression analysis. The 
results of the canonical-correlation analyses revealed 
significant variables common to Hypotheses 2 and 3.
They showed a relationship between a higher rating of 
"Father and Me" and a shorter distance from self to 
mother, the likelihood that father is present, and self 
less likely to be facing major figures.
Other significant variables were found in only 
one of the two canonical functions. For hypothesis 2, 
representing the family variables, the canonical- 
correlation analysis suggested that a higher rating of 
"Father and Me" is related to a shorter distance from 
mother to father and a greater distance from self to
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father. For hypothesis 3, representing the combined 
Kinetic Family Drawing variables, the canonical 
correlation analysis indicated that a higher rating of 
"Father and Me" is related to a smaller size of self. 
Since these variables also appeared in the multiple- 
regression analysis, they are discussed later.
Multiple-Regression Analysis
Because some significant Kinetic Family 
□rawing variables appeared in relationship to more than 
one Semantic Differential concept and consistently 
appeared as significant in more than one hypothesis, 
they are discussed as they relate to the Semantic 
Differential concepts and not as they appear in the 
hypotheses. Table 41 presents the relationship of the 
significant Kinetic Family Drawing variables to the 
hypotheses and Semantic Differential concepts.
Using the multiple-regression analysis, five 
Kinetic Family Drawing variables were consistently 
found to be related to the Semantic Differential 
concepts "Me," "Mother and Me," and "Father and Me."
The results indicated that higher ratings of "Me," 
"Mother and Me," and "Father and Me" were all related 
to a shorter arm length of self, the likelihood that 
father is facing major figures, a greater distance from
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TABLE 41
RELATIONSHIP OF SIGNIFICANT KINETIC FAMILY 
DRAWING VARIABLES TO HYPOTHESES AND 
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPTS
S ignifleant 
Variable
Significant in Concepts
Hypothesis Mother Father
Value 1 2  3 Me and Me and Me
Cooperative self 
Arm length of self 
Activity level, mother 
Cooperative mother 
Arm length of mother 
Arm length of mother 
Family members 
Direction, father 
Like-live-in-family 
Cooperative father 
Size of self 
Ascendent mother 
Distance, self, father 
Distance, self, mother 
Lining on top 
Underlining figures 
Religious symbols 
Father missing 
Direction, mother 
Orientation, self, 
father 
Face of self 
Ascendent self 
Compartmentalization 
Size of self 
Barriers, self, mother 
Direction, self 
Distance, mother, 
father 
Barriers, self, father 
Lining at bottom
+ indicates positive or greater value.
- indicates negative or lesser value.
~ significant in canonical-correlation analysis 2. 
significant in canonical-correlation analysis 3.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
163
self to father, less lining at the top of the drawing, 
and more underlining individual figures.
The shorter arm length of self, representing 
less need to reject or isolate self from family (Knoff 
& Prout, 1985), corresponds well with a higher concept 
of "Me," "Mother and Me," and "Father and Me." Knoff 
and Prout (1985) reported that father facing major 
figures indicates a higher self-concept. This 
parallels the relationship observed between this 
Kinetic Family Drawing variable and the Semantic 
Differential self and parent concepts.
According to these results, a greater distance 
from self to father is related to a higher self- 
concept. As interpreted by Knoff and Prout (1985), 
distance between figures does not necessarily mean 
psychological distancing. They also report that a 
closer distance between self and parent figures has 
been found to suggest either identification, need for 
attention, need for parental control, or need for 
support and acceptance. It follows, therefore, that a 
child who experiences appropriate parental control, 
support, and acceptance tends to exhibit a stronger 
self-concept.
McAdoo (1981) reported that significant others 
in the life of Black children nurture, prize, and care
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for them, generating a sense of trust in their 
environment and, in turn, confidence in themselves. 
McAdoo, although not fully supporting the idea that 
father interaction with the Black child significantly 
and directly influences the child's self-esteem, found 
that children with involved, nurturing, and supportive 
fathers seemed generally to be better-adjusted than 
children in other situations.
There seems to be a conflicting message 
conveyed by the style variables indicating that higher 
ratings of "Me," "Mother and Me," and "Father and Me" 
are related to less Lining at the top, implying less 
worry and anxiety; and more underlining of individual 
figures, representing unstable relationships within the 
family. This could perhaps suggest that if other 
conditions are perceived to be positive as evidenced by 
(1) the shorter arm length of self, representing less 
need for self to reject family; (2) the experience of 
minimal anxiety as implied by the less lining on the 
top; and (3) father facing major figures, indicating 
some attention from father, the child is able to 
tolerate an unstable relationship between some 
individuals within the family and still reflect a high 
concept of "Me," Mother and Me," and "Father and Me.
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Six variables were found to be related to both 
Semantic Differential concepts "Me" and "Father and 
Me." The results indicated that higher ratings of 
"Me" and "Father and Me" were related to a less 
cooperative self, a shorter arm length of mother, a 
more cooperative father, and a shorter distance from 
self to mother.
The variables which exclusively related to 
"Me" and "Father and Me" seemed to greatlv involve the 
influence of the mother figure. They portrayed mother 
as being highy active, working independently rather 
than working or playing with family members, although 
not being very far in distance from self, and not being 
threatening or rejecting. Staples (1976) reported that 
Black women have historically carried out the domestic 
roles of nurturing, disciplining, and also financially 
providing for the family by working outside of the home 
even when a financial partner and father was present.
It is conceivable, therefore, that the portrayal of 
mother in these variables is an accurate picture of 
mother preoccupied with providing for the family, not 
playing with the children, but still conveying some 
warmth and nurturing. The remaining two variables 
portray father tending to be working but more in 
cooperation with the family, while the self is engaging
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in activities independent, of the family. Staples 
(1976) also noted that it was not uncommon for Black 
males to engage in functions regarding the maintenance 
of the family solidarity and to assist in child rearing 
and household tasks.
Four Kinetic Family Drawing variables were 
found to be related to both Semantic Differential 
concepts "Me" and "Mother and Me," indicating that 
higher ratings on these two variables were related to 
a greater number of family members present, a more 
positive impression of the family, a larger size of 
self, and more religious symbols present.
The variables which related exclusively to 
higher ratings on "Me" and "Mother and Me" seemed to 
suggest the importance of the family unit. Higher 
ratings on "Me" and "Mother and Me" focused on a 
greater number of family members present, a more 
positive impression of the family, and more religious 
symbols present, which possibly implies a shared family 
value. These findings are consistent with the 
suggestion of Staples (1976) that the Black 
individual's concept of self is related to his positive 
or negative perceptions of his network of family and 
friends. McGoldrick, Pearce, and Giordano (1982) 
concurred with this position and suggested that
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reliance on a kinship network is a major mode for Black 
people to cope with the society in which they find 
themselves.
Thompson (1974) reported that religion has 
offered Black people a resource for living 
successfully, and McGoldrick, Pearce, and Giordano 
(1982) added that Black women are often more actively 
religious than their mates. The literature, therefore, 
seems to substantiate the finding that the family unit 
and its values play a role in the positive concept of 
self and mother. A. larger size of self denotes a 
higher self-concept which verifies the positive 
relationship observed between this variable and the two 
Semantic Differential variables.
Two variables were found to be related to both 
Semantic Differential variables "Mother and Me” and 
"Father and Me," indicating that higher ratings on 
these variables were related to a more complete face of 
self and self placed Lower on the page.
The two variables common between the higher 
ratings of both parents involved self variables. Self 
was portrayed as having a more complete face, 
signifying a higher self-concept; and self placed lower 
on the page, implying less need for self to dominate. 
Staples (1976) stated that one factor behind the high
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self-concept of the Black child is the relationship 
with the parents.
Twelve variables related to only one Semantic 
Differential concept. The relationships indicated that 
a higher rating of "Me" is related to mother placed 
lower on the page. Mother not perceived as highly 
dominant and powerful seems to be related to a higher 
self-concept. It is conceivable that with mother not 
exerting a stifling influence, the child is able to 
learn independence and find autonomy.
A higher rating of "Mother and Me" is related 
to a longer arm length of mother, mother facing major 
figures, self facing father, and more compart- 
mentalization. Mother and father perceived as giving 
more attention to the family seems to be related to 
a higher rating of mother, but the other variables 
do not seem to have face validity, since a longer arm 
length of mother and compartmentalization both signify 
a form of rejection (Knoff & Prout, 1985). This also 
does not seem to complement the finding that a higher 
rating of "Me" is related to less mother dominance.
A higher rating of "Father and Me" is related 
to a smaller size of self, more barriers between self 
and mother, less barriers between self and father, 
self not facing major figures, a shorter distance
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from mother to father, and more lining at the bottom.
Some of these variables also do not seem to 
have face validity. A smaller size of self denotes 
lower self-concept and would not normally be thought to 
have relation to a higher rating of father.
More barriers between self and mother, 
although not dictating that there cannot be a higher 
rating of father, is not consistent with other 
findings in this study which suggests a higher rating 
of father is related to a positive influence of 
mother.
It is reasonable to expect that fewer barriers 
between father and self is related to a higher rating 
of "Father and Me." Less competition and defensiveness 
between self and father could reflect a higher rating 
of father.
Self facing away from major figures in the 
drawing denotes a generally higher self-concept (Knoff 
& Prout, 1985). This indicates that the relationship 
with father is involved in the concept of self. Lyn 
(1974) identified many ways in which the presence of 
the father figure and resulting relationship with the 
child influences the development of the child.
A shorter distance from mother to father might indicate 
a perception of togetherness (Knoff & Prout, 1985),
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which seems to fit with the idea that parental 
closeness could result in a higher rating of "Father 
and Me." This could especially be relevant to the 
literature which highlights the conflict between Black 
males and females and suggests that less conflict 
between them results in the more efficient functioning 
of the family (Staples, 1976). The relationship 
between a higher rating of "Father and Me" and more 
lining at the bottom, which generally signifies 
instability in the family, cannot be explained without 
knowing the source and ind 1 vidua1s invo1ved in the 
instabi1ity.
DeveiSEffleQtal._Data 
Contrast of Sexes
Scares on the 40 Kinetic Family Drawing 
variables for boys and girls were contrasted. The 
results indicated that boys tended to draw longer arm 
lengths of self than girls; girls tended to draw more 
complete faces of self, and larger sizes of self; boys 
tended to draw larger relative sizes of self; girls
tended to draw a more ascendent mother; boys were more
likely to draw father facing major figures, and self
facing major figures.
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Contrast of Grades
Scores on the Kinetic Family Drawing variables 
were contrasted among Grades 1 through 6. The 
contrasts indicated that children in Grades 4 and 5 
tended to draw the self figure larger than the children 
in Grade 3; the children in Grade 2 tended to draw a 
more ascendent mother than the children in Grades 3 
through 6; the children in Grade 2 tended to draw a 
more ascendent self than the children in Grade 3; the 
children in Grade 3 tended to draw more significant 
barriers than the children in Grades 1, 2, 4, 5, and 
6; the children in Grade 3 tended to draw more 
encapsulations than the children in Grades 1 and 2.
Discussion
Few studies have reported developmental data 
on the Kinetic Family Drawing. These studies are 
comparable only in a limited way to this project 
because of differing age groups and population 
compositions. There are some Kinetic Family Drawing 
variables portraying sex and age differences among 
children, however, which have been identified in this 
study as well as other studies.
The manifested differences between age and sex 
groups on the Kinetic Family Drawing variables
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represented mostly the indicators of self-esteem (arm 
length of self, face completion, size of self, relative 
size of self, ascendant mother, direction faced by 
father, direction faced by self, elevated figures, and 
barriers between figures). There are many studies 
which explore the self-esteem of Black children.
Studies which explore the age and sex differences of 
these children, however, are scarce. Two relevant 
studies on Black child development were found and used 
to compare with the findings of this study.
While the results from this study showed that 
girls more than boys tended to draw a more ascendent 
mother, McNaughton (1974, cited in Burns, 1982) studied 
314 4-and 5-year-olds and found that 4-year-old 
girls elevated the mother figure twice as often as 5- 
year-old girls, but found that the converse was true 
for boys: 5-year-old boys elevated their mother figure 
twice as often as 4-year-old boys. Although these 
studies do not describe the same age groups, both 
studies do suggest that the Kinetic Family Drawing is 
sensitive to perceptions of mother dominance in 
developing children.
Thompson (1975) reported girls aged 13 and 14 
tending to draw the self figure largest most of the 
time in their drawings. A larger size of self is
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thought to indicate a higher self-concept (Knoff & 
Prout, 1985). Rubin (1976) reported, from his study 
of 280 Black grade-school students, that girls showed a 
tendency to perceive themselves as having a higher 
general and academic self status than boys. This 
sample also showed girls more than boys tending to draw 
larger sizes of self, suggesting a higher self-concept 
for girls.
Studies contrasting the relative size of self 
for boys and girls have not been conducted, conse­
quently the finding of a larger relative size of self 
for boys in this study cannot be compared with other 
studies .
McGregor (1978), who studied 157 normal and 
emotionally disturbed children, with ages ranging from 
5 1/2 to 13 1/2, reported no relationships between 
average figure size for age or sex groups.
In his study of 116 “typical" and emotionally 
disturbed boys, ages 6 through 8, and 12 through 14, 
Myers (1978) reported no age differences for the 
Kinetic Family Drawing variables he utilized.
Dudley (1973) studied self-esteem among 397 
Black elementary-school children with sex and grade 
level being the determining variables. The study 
showed that fourth-grade boys exhibited a higher level
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of self-esteem than did the girls. There vas also a 
significant difference between 5th- and 6th-grade 
students which indicated that there was an increased 
level of self-esteem for both sexes at the sixth-grade 
level. There was a reported decrease in the level of 
self-esteem between students in Grades 3 and 4.
It is difficult to find results from earlier 
studies which are similar to the results of this 
study, partly due to differing population 
compositions and age groups. Some studies on the 
Kinetic Family Drawing as well as research on the 
development of Black children, however, are in agree­
ment with the findings of this research.
£2 nc.lusi.gns
Conclusions derived from the analysis of the 
findings included the following:
1. The Kinetic Family Drawing is a valid and 
useful instrument in gaining information about how 
Black children in the Midwest perceive themselves 
and their family relationships.
2. The Kinetic Family Drawing is useful in 
describing some developmental age differences, 
especially with regard to the self-esteem of .the Black 
chi Id.
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3. The Kinetic Family Drawing self variables 
used in this study, by themselves, were not adequate to 
describe the perceptions of self and family 
relationships of Black children.
4. The Kinetic Family Drawing family variables 
used in this study, by themselves, were effective in 
describing the perceptions of self and family 
relationships of Black children.
5. Black children in the Midwest seem 
generally to have a high self-concept. Their self­
esteem changes with maturation and seems to be related 
to their perception of mother and father as well as 
their family.
6. Black children seem to generally reflect a 
positive impression of the family. They generally 
portray the family as satisfactory for them. Their 
relationship with father is influenced by their 
relationship with mother.
7. The cooperation variables of the Kinetic 
Family Drawing do not appear to be effective in 
portraying the level of cooperation and togetherness 
which might be present in the Black family.
8. The Kinetic Family Drawing does not appear 
to be effective in conveying the importance of the 
extended family in Black family life.
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9. The Kinetic Family Drawing does not seem 
to reflect the importance of religion in Black family 
life.
10. Until more normative data on nonclinic 
populations are available, the Kinetic Family Drawing 
cannot be used to describe the presence or absence of 
early sexua1ization in Black children.
SsSSSJEDeQdat igns
The recommendations resulting from this study 
are presented in two sections: (1) practice and (2)
research.
gracti.ce
The Kinetic Family Drawing appears to be a 
useful instrument for clinicians and evaluators. It 
might be utilized even more effectively if the 
following suggestions are followed in its application:
1. In assessing and diagnosing a client, the 
Kinetic Family Drawing should be used in combination 
with other testing and information-gathering 
techniques, and a knuwledge and sensitivity to the 
child's cultural and ethnic background.
2. An acquaintance with the already 
established norms for defined populations is essential 
when using the Kinetic Family Drawing to assemble an
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
L 7 7
accurate portrait of a client. The norms used for a 
client should be derived from a population which 
resembles, as closely as possible, the characteristics 
of the client.
3. The developmental age of the child should 
be considered when using the Kinetic Family Drawing.
Research
Emerging from the results of this study are 
the following recommendations for further research:
1. This study should be replicated using all 
80 Kinetic Family Drawing variables identified by Burns 
(1982) for a better understanding of how it describes 
Black children and their families.
2. In order to acquire more specific norming 
information on Black children, a study should be 
conducted on the Kinetic Family Drawings of Black 
children with determining variables being different 
regions of the United States and differing socio­
economic classes.
3. A study of the Kinetic Family Drawings of 
other distinct ethnic groups in the United States and 
other countr ies would be useful for acquiring mo re 
information on the technique.
4. Studies should be conducted to possibly
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discover more effective ways of defining sexual 
pathology, determining mother dominance, identifying 
the influence of the extended family, describing the 
influence of religion in the family, and defining 
cooperation among family members.
5. Valuable to the establishing of norms 
would be studies focusing on possible developmental age 
differences for ail the Kinetic Family Drawing 
variables, including the presence and manner of 
portrayal of symbols.
6. A study could be conducted to describe the 
role of father for Black children, with father presence 
and absence being the determining Kinetic Family 
Drawing variables.
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KINETIC FAMILY DRAWING VARIABLES
Variables Regarding Actions
ACTDAD - activity level of the
ACTMOM - activity level of the
ACTSEL - activity level of the
COMMOM - communicating mother
COMDAD - communicating father
COMSEL - communicating self
COOPMO - cooperative mother
COOPDA - cooperative father
COOPSE - cooperative self
MASMOM - masochistic mother
MASDAD - masochistic father
MASSEL - masochistic self
NARMOM - narcissistic mother
NARDAD - narcissistic father
NARSEL - narcissistic self
NURDAD - nurturing father
NURMOM - nurturing mother
NURSEL - nurturing self
SADDAD - sadistic father
SADMOM - sadistic mother
SADSEL - sadistic self
TENDAD - tense father
TENMOM - tense mother
TENSEL - tense self
Variables Regarding Figure Characteristic
ARMDAD - arm length of father
ARMMOM - arm length of mother
ARMSEL - arm length of self
BOODAD - b o d y  c o m
BODMOM - b o d y  c o m
BODSEL - b o d y  c o m
EYEDAD - e y e  of f
EYEMOM - e y e  of m
EYESEL - e y e  of s
FACDAD - f a c e  c om
FACMOM - f ac e  c o m
FACSEL - f a c e  c om
FACEXD - f a c i a l  e
FACEXM - fa c : a 1 e
FACEXS - f a c :a 1 e
FEEDAD - s i c e  of
FEEMOM - s i c e  of
FEESEL - s i c e  of
NOSIBS - n u m b e r  o
PARMSM - m o t h e r  m
pletion of father
pletion of mother
pletion of self
ather
other
elf
pletion of father 
pletion of mother 
pletion of self 
xpression of father 
xpressio of mother 
xpression of self 
fathe r 's feet 
mother’s feet 
self ' s feet
f siblings found in KFD 
1 ss 1 ng
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PARMSD
PARMSB
SEX
SIZDAD
SIZMOM
SIZSEL
TEEDAD
TEEMOM
TEESEL
RSIZSEL
father missing 
both parents missing 
male or female
size of the father figure (in m.m.)
size of the mother figure
size of the self
teeth in father figure
teeth in mother figure
teeth in self figure
relative size of self
Variables regarding position. Distance, and Barrier
ASCDAD
ASCMOM
ASCSEL
BARRMD
BARRSD
BARRSM
OIRDAD
DIRMOM
DIRSEL
DISTMD
DISTSD
D1STSM
ORDM
ORDS
ORDM
ORSM
ORSD
TBARRMD
T3ARRSD
TBARRSM
ascendent 
ascendent 
ascendent 
number of 
number of 
number of 
d i recti on 
direction 
direction 
distance 
distance 
d i stance 
orientati 
or ientati 
orientati 
orientati 
or ientati 
types of 
types of 
types of
father
mother
self
barriers 
barriers 
barriers 
faced by 
faced by 
faced by 
f rom 
from
between 
between 
between 
f ather 
mother 
self
mother to father 
self to father
mother and father 
self and father 
self and mother
from self to mother 
on between father and mother 
on between father and self 
on between mother and father 
on between self and mother 
on between self and father 
barriers between mother and father' 
barriers between self and father* 
barriers between self and mother*
Variables Regarding Styles
COMPART 
EDGING 
ENCAPS 
FOLCOM 
LINBOT 
LINTOP 
UNDLIF 
BIRDIV
compartmentalization of figures 
placing figures along the edges 
encapsulation of individual figure 
folding compartmentalization 
lining at the bottom 
lining at the top 
underlining individual figures 
bird ’ s-eye-view
Like-To-Live-In-Family-Variable
l r l r f general impression of the family from the 
drawing
* Variables rated according to an alternative different 
scoring system from Burn’s system (1982).
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Scoring Criteria for 
Activity Level
Activi ty ACTSEL ACTMOM ACTDAD
Lay i ng 0 0 0
Sitting 1 1 1
Standing 2 2 2
Reading 3 3 3
Riding 4 4 4
Doing 5 5 5
Running 6 6 6
Throw i ng 7 7 7
Hitting 8 8 8
Sco ring 
Arm
Criteria for 
Length
Arm length ARMSEL ARMMOM ARMDAD
Arms Missing 
0 to 1/8 length of
0 0 0
body
1/8 to 1/4 length of
1 1 1
body
1/4 to 3/8 length of
2 2 2
body
3/8 to 1/2 length of
3 3 3
body
1/2 to 3/4 length of
4 4 4
body
Greather than 3/4 
length of body
5 5 5
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Scoring Criteria for 
Body Completion
Body BOOSEL BODMOM BODDAD
Absent 0 0 0
Head only 1 1 1
Head and Neck 2 2 2
Head, Neck, Torsel 3 3 3
Head, Neck, Torsel, Leg 4 4 4
Complete 5 5 5
Scoring Criteria for 
Communication Level
Communication COMSEL COMMOM COMDAD
Sleeping 0 0 0
Watching 1 1 1
Listening 2 2 2
Talking 3 3 3
Playing with (person) 4 4 4
Touching (person) 5 5 5
Holding (person) 6 6 6
Scoring Criteria for 
Cooperation
Cooperating COOPSE COOPMO COOPDA
Working 1 1 1
Helping 2 2 2
Playing (together) 3 3 3
Working (together) 4 4 4
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Scoring Criteria for 
Eye Completion
Eyes EYESEL EYEMOM EYEDAD
Absent 0 0 0
Eyes but no pupil
showing t I I
Complete (eye plus
pupil ) 2 2 2
Scoring Criteria for 
Face Completion
F ace FACSEL FACMOM FACDAD
Absent 0 0 0
Eyes only 1 1 1
Eyes and nose or mouth 2 2 2
Eyes, nose, and mouth 3 3 3
Scoring Criteria for 
Facial Expression
Express ion FACEXS FACEXM FACEXD
Very friendly 1 1 1
Friendly 2 2 2
Neutra1 3 3 3
Unf r iendly 4 4 4
Very unfriendly 5 5 5
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Ascendence
Scoring Criteria for 
Figure Ascendence
ASCSEL ASCMOM ASCDAD
Head in bottom 1/8 1 1 1
Head in bottom 1/4 2 2 2
Head in bottom 1/2 3 3 3
Head m top 1/4 4 4 4
Head in top 1/2 5 5 5
Head in top 1/8 6 6 6
Scoring Criteria for 
Figure Direction
Figure Di rect ion DIRSEL DIRMOM DIRDAD
Facing out of drawing 1 1 1
Facing away from major
figures 2 2 2
Facing into drawing 3 3 3
Facing major figures 4 4 4
Scoring Criteria for 
Like-To-Live-In-Family (LILIF)
Definitely Probably Neutral Probably 
Not Not
Def initely
Like-To-
Live-In C 1 2 3 
Famlly
4
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Scoring Criteria for 
Masochism
Masochism MASSEL MASMOM MASDAD
No masochism 0 0 0
Smoking 1 1 1
Being hit 2 2 2
Being hurt 3 3 3
Being kicked 4 4 4
Being cut 5 5 S
Being burned 6 6 6
Being shot 7 7 7
Being killed 8 8 8
Scoring Criteria for 
Narcissism
Narcissism NARSEL NARMOM NARDAD
No Narcissism 0 0 0
Dressing 1 1 1
Combing 2 2 2
Grooming 3 3 3
Drinking 4 4 4
Looking in a mirror 5 5 5
Scoring Criteria for 
Number of Barriers
BARRSM BARRSD BARRMD
Number of
Barriers
Between
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Scoring Criteria for 
Number of Sibs Present
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8 and above
Scoring Criteria for 
Family Members Present
C
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8 and above
Orientation Between Figures 
(Score 1 if figure is facing. Example: ORDM; score 1 if dad is 
facing mom. ORDS; score 1 if dad is facing self, etc.).
Figure
Orientation
ORDM
ORDS
ORMD
ORMS
ORSM
ORSD
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Scoring Criteria for 
Parent Missing
Missing PARMSM PARMSD PARMSB
Mother 1
Father 1
Both 1
Scor ing 
Relative
Criteria for 
Size of Self
Relative Size of Self
Not Accurate Size Within the
Family Constellation 1
Accurage Size Within the
Family Constellation 0
Scoring Criteria for 
Sadi sm
Sad ism SADSEL SADMOM SADDAD
No Sadism 0 0 0
Hitting 1 1 1
Fighting 2 2 2
Hurting 3 3 3
Kicking 4 4 4
Biting 5 5 5
Burning 6 6 6
Shooting 7 7 7
K i 11ing 8 8 8
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Scoring Criteria for 
Size of Feet
Roots FEESEL FEEMOM FEEDAD
Feet
Feet on Wheels 
(i.e., car, bike, skates) 
Feet 1/4 or less length 
of leg 
Feet over 1/4 to 1/2 
length ofleg 
Feet 3/4 or more 
length of leg
0
1
2
3
4
0
1
2
3
4
Scoring Criteria for 
Size of Figures (millimeters)
Size SIZSEL SIZMOM SIZDAD
Scoring Criteria for 
Styles
Absence Mildly Moderately Strongly Meets all
Style of style Suggestive Suggestive Suggestive Criteria
Compart 0 1 2 3
Edging 0 1 2 3
Encaps 0 1 2 3
Folcom 0 1 2 3
Linbot 0 1 2 3
Undlif 0 1 2 3
Birdiv 0 1 2 3
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Scoring Criteria for 
Teeth Present
Teeth TEESEL TEEMOM TEEDAD
Absent 0 0 0
Present 1 1 1
Scoring Criteria for 
Tension
Tension TENSEL TENMOM TENDAD
No tension 0 0 0
SIipping 1 1 1
Hang i ng 2 2 2
Fa 11ing 3 3 3
Scoring Criteria for 
Types of Barrier
Types of Barrier TBARRMD TBARRSD TBARRSM
Barrier Inhibiting 
Visual Contact 4 4 4
Barrier Hindering 
Physical Contact 3 3 3
More than Two Persons 
m  between 2 2 2
Two or less Persons 
in between 1 1 1
No significant Barrier 
in between 0 0 0
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Scoring Criteria for 
Religious Smbols
Symbols present 1
Symbols not present 0
Scoring Criteria for 
Symbols Relating to Sexuality
Symbols present 
Symbols not present 0
Scoring Criteria for
Nurtur ing
Nurturance NUR3EL NURMOM NURDAD
No Nurturing 0 0 0
P 1 anti ng 1 1 1
He 1 ping 2 2 2
Grooming 3 3 3
Cooking 4 4 4
Touching 5 5 5
Holding 6 6 6
Feeding 7 7 7
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SEXUALITY SYMBOLS
Beds
Belts heavily shaded 
Ironing Board with legs 
making an “X ”
Lamps
Penis areas of males empha­
sized or shaded 
Snakes
Waist down blackened
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RELIGIOUS SYMBOLS/ACTIVITIES
Bible 
Church 
Cross 
F i sh
Folded hands 
Singing a hymn 
Going to church 
Praying 
Knee ling
Having family worship 
Going on Sabbath walk 
Playing Bible games 
Preparing for church 
Reading the Bible 
Doing religion homework
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POINT-MULTISERIAL CORRELATIONS OF THE 
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL FAMILY SCALE 
PILOT STUDY
F ather Mother My Whole Grandmother
Item/Concept and Me and Me Me Family and Me
Happy/Unhappy .4977 . 3373 .5580 .7156 .9293
Clean/Di rty . 5 4 4 5 . 3745 .6646 .6796 .9400
Helpful/Hacmful .4665 .4002 .5896 .4258 .9491
Dark/Light .3554 .4470 .5030 .5396 .6302
Smooth/Rough .5539 .5102 .4442 .6715 .8816
Slow/Fast .39 14 . 1075 .2817 .5967 .3789
Little/Big .2721 . 2052 .2843 .0789 .2836
Good/Bad . 3226 . 3451 .4162 .5045 .9644
Warm/Co Id .54 13 . 3873 .4916 .5778 .9043
Weak/Strong .57 14 . 3600 .5661 . 6649 .5851
Kmd/Unkind .6251 . 6903 .6369 .5812 .9206
Friendly/Ur. friendly . 5039 . 5626 .5 164 . 7206 .9382
Soring/Interesting . 4993 . 6669 .6963 . 5349 .8101
Sweet/Sour . 6033 . 5420 . 3253 .5666 .9297
Ugly/Beautiful . 3886 . 2726 .4511 .3547 .9372
Full/Empty . 4 74 1 . 5407 .5892 .3108 . 8420
Heavy/Light . 3204 . 4 056 .4 107 . 1972 .1148
Important/Unimportant .5104 . 2903 .5480 .6175 .8832
Qule t/Noisy . 254 3 . 3674 . 3720 . 3083 . 9064
Love/Hate .5715 .4486 .6497 .4113 .9375
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FAMILY INFORMATION
grade__ 
■ax _
ID No.
SECTION A: Write the correct answer on the blank for each item.
1. How old are you? ____________
2. 
3. 
4 .
5.
6. 
7 .
How many brothers do you have? 
How many sisters do you have?
How many members of your family live in your housa?
Who in your house do you ask permission to go 
somewhere? ___
Do you visit any clinic for counseling? 
Who is the tallest in your family? _____
SECTION B: Place a check mark ( ) in the blank before the
correct response for each item.
1, 
2
Your S e x : (1) Boy (2) Girl
Who lives in your house?
(A) Father __
_(B) Mother __
_(C ) Brothers __
_(D ) Sisters __
_(E) Grandmother
(G) Aunts __
‘(H) Uncles
Stepfather 
Stepmother 
How many? 
How many?
_Mother's Boyfriend 
Father's Girlfriend
(F) Grandfather
_____ How many?
_______ How many?
(I) Other (please state who)
3. What work does your father do?
(A) Teacher 
_(B) Manual Worker 
.(C) Government Worker
(D) Minister 
[(E) Student 
_(F) Farmer 
(G) Office Worker
What work does your mother do?
(A) Teacher
(B) Manual Worker
_(C ) Government Worker 
.(D) Housewife
(E) Student
(F) Farmer
_(H) Medical Worker 
(I) Unemployed 
_(J) Unknown 
_(K ) Deceased 
.(L) Other (please 
state wha t )
_(G) Office Worker 
_(H) Medical Worker 
(I) Unemployed 
_(J) Unknown 
(K) Deceased 
_(L) Other (please 
state what)
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ANDREWS
I'MVl.RMTY
January 12, 1988
To W h o m  It M a y  Concern:
J a n n e t t e  S h a w  is c o m p l e t i n g  her doctoral s t u d i e s  a t  A n d r e w s  U n i v e r s i t y .  She has 
p r o p o s e d  a d i s s e r t a t i o n  >-esearch topic w n i c n  c o u l d  m a k e  a s i g n i f i c a n t  
c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o w a r d  u n d e r s t a n d : n g  o l a c x  c n i l dren: A d e v e l o p m e n t a l  s t u d y  of the
K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  D r a w i n g s  of black c h i l d r e n  in g r a d e s  o n e  to six. T h e  r e s e a r c h  
d e s i g n  has been a p p r o v e d  oy her doctoral c o m m i t t e e  and the H u m a n  S u b j e c t s  R e v i e w  
Board. Mrs. S h a w  is an e x c e l l e n t  s t u d e n t  and c o m p e t e n t  in r e s e a r c h  skills. She 
h a s  w o r k e d  for a n u m b e r s  o f  years w i t h  o l a c k  c h i l d r e n ,  both as an e l e m e n t a r y  
t e a c h e r  and as a c ounselor.
E l e m e n t a r y  c o u n s e l o r s  o f t e n  use the K i n e t i c  F a m i l y  D r a w i n g  in t h e i r  w o r k  w i t h  
b l a c k  children. However, use of the KFD w i t h  b l a c k  c h i l d r e n  is h a m p e r e d  by the 
lack of d e v e l o p m e n t a l  n orms for f a m i l y  a r a w i n g s  of this p o p u l a t i o n .  The KFD has 
n e v e r  been v a l i d a t e d  f on use witn o lack cnilaren. We b e l i e v e  t h i s  s t u d y  will be 
an i m p o r t a n t  step t o w a r d  f i lling this gap.
In o r d e r  to c o m p l e t e  this r e s earcn study, Mrs. S h a w  n eeds to w o r k  w i t h  f i r s t  to 
sixth g r a d e  c h i l d r e n  ’n s e l e c t e d  e l e m e n t a r y  s c h o o l s  in the M i d w e s t .  We w o u l d  be 
m o s t  a p p r e c i a t i v e  if j ou c o u l d  neio ner m a k e  the a p p r o p r i a t e  c o n t a c t s  to 
f a c i l i t a t e  this study. If j ou nave any Q u e s tion, p l e a s e  feel f r e e  to c o n t a c t  me 
at (616) 4 7 1 - 3308.
T h a n k  you for y o u r  kindness.
S i n c e r e l y  yours,
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a n d  C o u n s e l i n g  P s y c h o l o g y
/jd
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ANDREWS
UNIVERSITY January 14, 1988
De ar
My name is J a n n e t t e  S h aw and I am a Mental He al th T h e r a p i s t  for Rl ve rwo od 
C e n t e r  in Niles, Michigan. I am in the final phase o f  e a r n ing a do ctorate in 
co u n s e l i n g  p s y c h o l o g y  from Andrews University. M y  d i s s e rt at io n research is a 
stud y of the Kinetic Family D r a w ing with e m ph asi s upon d e t e rmi ni ng the p e r c e p ­
tion Black ch il d r e n  po ss ess o f  themselves and their ro le w i th in their family.
U n f o r t u n a t e l y , m o s t  psychological instruments do not a c cu rat el y r e f l ect  
cultural differences. Such tests are inadequate and so metimes fail to m e a s u r e  
the variables for w h i c h  they are aimed. Very little w o r k  has been a t t e mpt ed 
to e s t a bli sh no r m a t i v e  data on Black children. This re se arc h is an a t t e m p t  
to nelp remedy or a d d r ess the si tuation so that c o un sel or s and teachers can 
be t t e r  u n de rst an d and w o rk wi th Black children.
Your a s s i s t a n c e  in my re se arc h is crucial. In this project I will study 
ap p r o x i m a t e l y  600 st udents. I am re qu est in g p e rm iss io n to work with 120 of 
y o u r  students in grades one through six. A br ief s u m m a r y  o f  the research d e ­
sign and procedures is enclosed. The results will be ma de available to p a r t i ­
c i p a t i n g  schools. The privacy of each s t u d ent will be ensu red through strict 
ad h e ren ce to the ethical g u id eli ne s of the A m e r i c a n  Psychological Associa ti on .
I w o ul d a p p r e c i a t e  the o p p o r t u n i t y  to show y o u  the research instruments 
and discuss the p o s s i b i l i t y  of  y o u r  pa rt ic i p a t i o n  in this study. I will call 
y o u r  se cr eta ry soon to re qu est an appointment. Thank you for y o ur w i l l i n g ­
ness to co ns i d e r  this proposal.
Si nc ere ly ,
J a n n e t t e  Sh aw 
Doctoral Cand ida te
JS: jg 
Enclosures
Hcrrien Springs. Muluijun 49104/(616) 471-7771
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APPENDIX H
PROCEDURE FOR OBTAINING 
KINETIC FAMILY DRAWINGS
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PROCEDURE FOR OBTAINING KINETIC FAMILY DRAWINGS
The drawings are obtained from children 
individually. The child is asked to seat himself on a small 
chair at a table of appropriate height. A sheet of plain 
white, 8 1/2 X 11 inch paper is placed on the table directly 
in front of him. A No. 2 pencil is placed in the center of 
the paper and he is asked to:
"DRAW A PICTURE OF EVERYONE IN YO'JR FAMILY, INCLUDING 
YOU, DOING SOMETHING. TRY TO DRAW WHOLE PEOPLE, NOT 
CARTOONS OR STICK PEOPLE. REMEMBER, MAKE EVERYONE DOING 
SOMETHING - SOME KIND OF ACTION."
The examiner then leaves the room and checks back 
periodically. The situation is terminated when the child 
indicates verbally or by gesture that he is finished. No 
time limit is given. Non-compliance is extremely rare. If 
the child says, "I c an’t," he is encouraged periodically and 
left in the room until he completes the K-F-D.
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APPENDIX I 
SEMANTIC DI FFERENTIAL FAMILY SCALE
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WORD GAME
In this word game, you will rate some words according to 
what the words mean to you. On the top of each page in this 
booklet is a word or a phrase for you to rate. On the rest of 
the page, you will find some pairs of adjectives like good/bad. 
Check the space between the adjectives that best tell what the 
words you are rating mean to you.
Do it this way: Put an X in the space that describes what
the words on the top page mean to you. The words under each
space will help you decide how to rate the word at the top of the
page.
Here are some examples:
Teacher
fair X : : : : unfair
very fair 
fair : X • , unfair
somewhat 
fair :
fair
X : . unfair
fair :
neither fair 
nor unfair 
: : X unfair
fair : .
somewhat f ai r 
: X unfair
very unfair
Remember to put just one X on each line.
IMPORTANT:
(1) Place your check-marks in the middle of spaces, not on 
the edges:
This not this
• • • •
(2) Be sure you finish every page, don't skip any line.
(3) Never put more than one check-mark on a line.
Do it as fast as you can without hurrying. It is not impor­
tant to think a long time about each one. The first meaning that
you think of is the one to put down.
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MOTHER AND ME
very somewhat neither somewhat very
happy 
he 1pful 
dark 
weak 
sour 
kind 
c I ean 
good 
bo r 1 ng 
f riendly 
f ul 1 
cold 
rough 
important 
Love
unhappy 
harmful 
1 ight 
strong 
sweet 
unkind 
d i rty 
bad
interesting
unfriendly
empty
warm
smooth
unimportant
hate
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FATHER AND ME
very somewhat neither somewhat very
happy 
helpful 
dark 
weak 
sour 
k i nd 
c lean 
good 
boring 
f riendiy 
full 
cold 
rough 
important 
love
unhappy
harmful
light
strong
sweet
unkind
di rty
bad
interesting
unfriendly
empty
warm
smooth
unimportant
hate
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ME
very somewhat neither somewhat very
happy 
helpful 
dark 
weak 
sour 
k i nd 
clean 
good 
bor ing 
f r 1 end 1y 
full 
cold 
rough 
important 
1 ove
unhappy
harmful
light
strong
sweet
unkind
d i rty
bad
interesting
unf riendly
empty
warm
smooth
unimportant
hate
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MY WHOLE FAMILY
very somewhat neither somewhat very
happy 
helpful 
da rk 
weak 
sour 
kind 
clean 
good 
boring 
f r i end 1y 
f ul 1 
cold 
rough 
important 
love
unhappy
harmful
light
strong
sweet
unkind
dirty
bad
interest ing
unf riendly
empty
warm
smooth
unimportant
hate
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APPENDIX J
POINT-MULTISERIAL CORRELATIONS 
OF THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL 
FAMILY SCALE MAIN STUDY
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POINT-MULTISERIAL CORRELATIONS OF 
THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL 
FAMILY SCALE MAIN STUDY
Item/Concept Me
Mother 
and Me
Father 
and Me
My Whole 
Family
Happy/Unhappy . 5058 .4928 .5595 .6265
Clean/Dirty .4745 .5828 .5658 .5632
He Ipful/Harmful .5572 .5044 .6125 .5560
Dark/Light .3936 .3199 .3425 .3766
Smooth/Rough . 4456 .5102 .5332 .5303
Good/Bad . 5295 .5284 .6559 .5795
Warm/Co Id .5077 .5660 .5505 .5398
Weak/Strong .4878 .5029 .4467 .5016
Kind/Unkind . 6636 .6549 .7047 .6881
Friendly/Unfriendly .5913 .6068 .5825 .6446
Boring/Interesting .5288 .5533 .6058 .5633
Sweet/Sour . 5038 .6021 .6080 .6198
Ful1/Empty .5522 .4885 .4396 .4580
Important/Unimportant . 5092 .6044 .6145 .5604
Love/Hate .5733 .5924 .6657 .5891
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APPENDIX K
FREQUENCY TABLES ON THE 40 
KINETIC FAMILY DRAWING 
VARIABLE SCORES
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FREQUENCY TABLE ON
ACTIVITY LEVEL OF FATHER
Percentage Percentage
Value Count Cell Cum. Value Count Cell Cum.
0 8 2.7 2.7 4 14 4.7 34.4
1 14 4.7 7.4 5 164 54.8 89.3
2 52 17.4 24 . 7 6 22 7.4 96.7
3 15 5.0 29.8 7 10 3.3 100.0
FREQUENCY TABLE ON 
ACTIVITY LEVEL OF MOTHER'
Percentage Percentage
Value Count Cell Cum. Value Count Cell Cum .
0 11 2.7 2.7 5 264 65.8 94 .3
1 13 3.2 6.0 6 19 4.7 99.0
2 58 14.5 20.4 7 3 0.7 99 .8
3 23 5.7 26.2 8 1 0.2 100.0
4 9 2.2 28.4
FREQUENCY TABLE ON 
ACTIVITY LEVEL OF SELF
Percentage
Value Count Cell Cum
0 16 3.9 3.9
1 23 5.6 9.5
2 48 11.7 21.2
3 21 5.1 26.3
4 15 3.7 30.0
Percentage
Value Count Cell Cum .
5 192 46.8 76.8
6 60 14.6 91.5
7 27 6.6 98.0
8 8 2.0 100.0
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FREQUENCY TABLE ON
COOPERATIVE MOTHER
Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
0 102 25.4 25 .4 3 67 16.7 93.5
1 201 50.0 75.4 4 25 6.2 99.8
2 6 1.5 76.9 5 1 0.2 100.0
FREQOENCY TABLE ON 
COOPERATIVE FATHER
Va lue Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
0 98 32.7 32.7 3 72 24.0 96.0
1 118 39.3 72 .0 4 12 4.0 100.0
FREQUENCY TABLE ON
COOPERATIVE SELF
Percentage Percentage
Value Count Cell Cum. Value Count Cell Cum.
0 209 51.2 51.2 3 108 26.5 94.6
1 62 15.2 66 . * 4 22 5.4 100.0
2 7 1.7 68 . 1
FREQUENCY 
ACTIVITY LEVEL
TABLE ON 
OF SIBLINGS
Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
0 29 7.4 7.4 5 187 47.6 84.7
1 17 4.3 11.7 6 38 9.7 94 .4
2 64 16.3 28.0 7 17 4.3 98 .7
3 27 6.9 34.9 8 5 1.3 100.0
4 9 2.3 37.2
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FREQUENCY TABLE ON 
ARM LENGTH OF MOTHER
Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
0 11 2.7 2.7 4 49 12.2 92.3
1 33 8.2 11 .0 5 22 5.5 97.8
2 119 29.7 40.6 6 9 2.2 100.0
3 158 39.4 80.0
FREQUENCY 
ARM LENGTH
TABLE ON 
OF SELF
Va 1 ue Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
0 12 2.9 2.9 4 64 15.6 92 .9
1 20 4.9 7 . 8 5 21 5.1 98.0
2 128 31.2 39.0 6 8 2.0 100.0
3 157 38.3 77.3
FREQUENCY TABLE ON 
BODY COMPLETION OF SELF
Percentage Percentage
Value Count Cell Cum. Value Count Cell Cum.
0 14 3.3 3.3 3 10 2.4 6.9
1 1 0.2 3.6 4 40 9.5 16.4
2 4 1.0 4.5 5 351 83.6 100.0
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FREQOENCY TABLE ON 
FACE COMPLETION OF SELF
Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
0 27 6.4 6.4 3 299 71.2 99 .8
1 17 4.0 10.5 4 I 0.2 100.0
2 76 18 .1 28.6
FREQOENCY
FATHER
TABLE ON 
MISSING
Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
0 298 71.0 71.0 1 122 29.0 100
FREQOENCY TABLE ON 
FAMILY MEMBERS PRESENT
Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
2 8 1.9 1.9 8 17 4.0 92 .4
3 58 13.8 15.7 9 14 3.3 95.7
4 111 26 .4 42 . 1 10 12 2.9 98.6
5 101 24 .0 66 .2 11 3 0.7 99.3
6 62 14 .8 81.0 12 2 0.5 99.8
7 31 7.4 88.3 14 1 0.2 100.0
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FREQUENCY TABLE ON 
SIZE OF SELF
Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
6 1 0.2 0.2 66 1 0.2 69.5
8 1 0.2 0.5 67 3 0.7 70.2
10 5 1.2 1.7 69 1 0.2 70.5
12 2 0.5 2.2 70 10 2.4 72.9
13 1 0.2 2.4 71 3 0.7 73.7
14 2 0.5 2.9 72 3 0.7 74 .4
15 2 0.5 3.4 73 2 0.5 74.9
17 2 0.5 3.9 75 15 3.7 78.5
18 2 0.5 4.4 76 1 0.2 78.8
20 8 2.0 6.3 77 3 0.7 79.5
21 6 1.5 7.8 78 1 0.2 79.8
22 3 0.7 8.5 79 2 0.5 80.2
23 3 0.7 9.3 80 7 1.7 82.0
25 15 3.7 12.9 81 1 0.2 82.2
26 1 0.2 13.2 82 1 0.2 82.4
27 5 1.2 14 .4 83 1 0.2 82.7
28 3 0.7 15 . 1 84 1 0.2 82.9
29 1 0.2 15.4 85 7 1.7 84.6
30 24 5.9 21.2 86 1 0.2 84.9
31 5 1.2 22 .4 87 1 0.2 85. 1
32 3 0.7 23.2 90 8 2.0 87. 1
33 1 0.2 23.4 92 2 0.5 87.6
35 14 3.4 26.8 93 2 0.5 88.0
36 1 0.2 27. 1 95 6 1.5 89.5
37 4 1.0 28.0 97 1 0.2 89.8
38 1 0.2 28.3 98 2 0.5 90.2
40 23 5.5 33.9 100 6 1.5 91.7
41 3 0.7 34 .6 102 1 0.2 92.0
42 5 1.2 35.9 103 1 0.2 92.2
43 7 1.7 37.6 105 4 1.0 93.2
44 1 0.2 37 .8 110 1.2 94.4
45 19 4.6 42.4 113 1 0.2 94 .6
46 1 0.2 42.7 115 0.5 95. 1
47 3 0.7 43.4 120 0.5 95.6
48 2 . 0.5 43.9 122 1 0.2 95.9
49 2 0.5 44 .4 123 1 0.2 96 . 1
50 20 4.9 49.3 127 1 0.2 96.3
51 4 1.0 50.2 128 1 0.2 96.6
52 5 1.2 51.5 130 0.7 97.3
53 5 1.2 52.7 132 1 0.2 97.6
54 1 0.2 52.9 135 1 0.2 97.8
55 18 4.4 57 .3 137 1 0.2 98.0
56 2 0.5 57.8 150 1 0.2 98.3
57 4 1.0 58.8 155 1 0.2 98.5
58 1 0.2 59 .0 161 1 0.2 98.8
59 2 0.5 59.5 205 1 0.2 99 .0
60 16 3.9 63.4 308 1 0.2 99.3
62 6 1.5 64 .9 320 1 0.2 99 .5
63 3 0.7 65.6 404 1 0.2 99.8
64 5 1.2 66 . 8 760 1 0.2 100.0
65 10 2.4 69.3
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FREQOENCY TABLE ON
RELATIVE SIZE OF SELF
Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
0 380 92.2 92.2 1 32 7.8 100.0
FREQUENCY TABLE ON
ASCENDENT MOTHER
Percentage Percentage
Value Count Cell Cum. Value Count Cell Cum.
1 13 3.2 3.2 4 92 22.9 82.3
2 77 19.2 22.4 5 57 14.2 96.5
3 148 36.9 59.4 6 14 3.5 100.0
FREQOENCY TABLE ON
ASCENDENT SELF
Percentage Percentage
Value Count Cell Cum. Value Count Cell Cum.
0 1 0.2 0.2 4 95 23.2 81.9
1 23 5.6 5.9 5 56 13.7 95.6
2 75 18.3 24.2 6 18 4.4 100.0
3 141 34 .5 58.7
FREQUENCY TABLE ON 
DIRECTION FACED BY FATHER
Percentage Percentage
Va 1 ue Count Cell Cum. Value Count Cell Cum.
0 3 1.0 1.0 3 40 13.2 92 .4
1 211 69.9 70.9 4 22 7.3 99.7
2 25 8.3 79. 1 5 1 0.3 100.0
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FREQUENCY TABLE ON 
DIRECTION FACED BY MOTHER
Percentage Percentage
Value Count Cell Cum . Value Count Cell Cum.
1 311 77 .9 77.9 3 46 11.5 94 .7
2 21 5.3 83.2 4 21 5.3 100.0
FREQUENCY TABLE ON 
DIRECTION FACED BY SELF
Percentage Percentage
Value Count Cell Cum. Value Count Cell Cum.
1 315 77.0 77.0 3 42 10.3 92.2
2 20 4.9 81.9 4 32 7.8 100.0
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FREQOENCY TABLE ON
DISTANCE FROM MOTHER TO FATHER
Percentage Percentage
Value Count Cell Cum. Value Count Cell Cum.
0 16 5.5 5.5 75 3 1.0 63.4
1 2 0.7 6.2 77 1 0.3 63.7
2 2 0.7 6.8 78 1 0.3 64 .0
3 3 1.0 7.9 79 3 1.0 65. 1
4 3 1.0 8.9 80 4 1.4 66 .4
5 7 2.4 11.3 82 1 0.3 66.8
6 1 0.3 11.6 84 1 0.3 67. 1
7 2 0.7 12.3 85 5 1.7 68.8
8 3 1.0 13.4 87 1 0.3 69.2
9 1 0.3 13.7 89 1 0.3 69.5
10 8 2.7 16.4 90 3 1.0 70.5
11 1 0.3 16.8 95 1 0.3 70.9
12 2 0.7 17.5 97 2 0.7 71.6
13 2 0.7 18.2 100 5 1.7 73.3
14 1 0.3 18.5 101 1 0.3 73.6
15 6 2.1 20.5 102 1 0.3 74.0
17 4 1.4 21.9 105 2 0.7 74 .7
18 1 0.3 22.3 110 1 0.3 75.0
19 1 0.3 22.6 111 2 0.7 75 .7
20 7 2.4 25.0 112 1 0.3 76.0
21 1 0.3 25.3 113 3 1.0 77 . 1
22 2 0.7 26.0 115 5 1. 7 78.8
23 4 1.4 27.4 177 1 0.3 79.1
24 1 0.3 27.7 120 4 1.4 80.5
25 10 3.4 31.2 121 1 0.3 80.8
27 5 1.7 32.9 123 1 0.3 81.2
28 1 0.3 33.2 125 4 1.4 82 .5
29 1 0.3 33.6 128 1 0.3 82 .9
30 1 0.3 33.9 129 1 0.3 83.2
32 2 0.7 34.6 130 2 0.7 83.9
33 2 0.7 35.3 132 1 0.3 84.2
35 7 2.4 37.7 133 1 0.3 84 .6
37 1 0.3 38.0 135 6 2.1 86 .6
38 1 0.3 38.4 138 1 0.3 87.0
39 1 0.3 38.7 140 4 1. 4 88.4
40 9 3.1 41.8 142 1 0.3 88 .7
42 3 1.0 42.8 143 1 0.3 89 .0
43 4 1.4 44.2 145 2 0.7 89.7
44 1 0.3 44.5 148 1 0.3 90. 1
45 6 2.1 46.6 150 2 0.7 90.8
46 1 0.3 46.9 152 1 0.3 91.1
47 1 0.3 47.3 155 1 0.3 91.4
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FREQUENCY TABLE ON
DISTANCE FROM MOTHER TO FATHER
- CONTINUED
Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum
48 3 1.0 48.3
49 1 0.3 48.6
50 6 2.1 50.7
51 2 0.7 51.4
52 1 0.3 51.7
53 1 0.3 52.1
55 7 2.4 54.5
57 1 0.3 54 .8
58 1 0.3 55.1
60 2 0.7 55.8
62 2 0.7 56.5
63 1 0.3 56.8
64 1 0.3 57.2
65 2 0.7 57.9
66 1 0.3 58.2
67 3 1.0 59.2
68 1 0.3 59.6
70 6 2.1 61.6
72 1 0.3 62.0
73 1 0.3 62.3
Percentage
Value Count Cell Cum.
162 2 0.7 92.1
163 1 0.3 92.5
165 2 0.7 93.2
171 1 0.3 93.5
173 1 0.3 93.3
175 1 0.3 94 .2
180 0.7 94.9
185 1 0.3 95.2
188 1 0.3 95.5
195 1 0.3 95.9
199 1 0.3 96.2
200 1.0 97.3
213 1 0.3 97.6
215 1 0.3 97.9
218 1 0.3 98.3
220 1 0.3 98.6
240 1 0.3 99.0
315 1 0.3 99.3
901 1 0.3 99.7
991 1 0.3 100.0
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FREQOENCY TABLE ON
DISTANCE FROM SELF TO FATHER
Percentaqe Percentage
Value Count Cell Cum. Value Count Cell Cum.
0 6 2.1 2 .1 83 1 0.3 54.8
1 1 0.3 2.4 85 5 1.7 56.6
2 2 0.7 3 .1 86 1 0.3 56.9
3 2 0.7 3.8 87 1 0.3 57.2
4 1 0.3 4 . 1 90 2 0.7 57.9
5 2 0.7 4.8 91 1 0.3 58.3
6 3 1.0 5.9 93 1 0.3 58.6
10 3 1.0 6.9 94 2 0.7 59.3
12 1 0.3 7.2 95 4 1.4 60.7
13 5 1.7 9.0 96 2 0.7 61.4
14 1 0.3 9.3 100 8 2.8 64 .1
15 7 2.4 11.7 110 3 1.0 65.2
18 1 0.3 12.1 112 2 0.7 65.9
19 1 0.3 12.4 113 4 1.4 67.2
20 5 1.7 14 . 1 114 1 0.3 67 .6
21 3 1.0 15.2 115 5 1.7 69.3
22 2 0.7 15.9 117 2 0.7 70.0
23 1 0.3 16.2 118 1 0.3 70.3
24 1 0.3 16.6 120 5 1.7 72 .1
25 7 2.4 19.0 121 3 1.0 73.1
27 1 0.3 19.3 123 4 1.4 74 .5
29 2 0.7 20.0 124 1 0.3 74 .8
30 5 1.7 21.7 125 1 0.3 75.2
31 1 0.3 22.1 128 2 0.7 75.9
32 1 0.3 22.4 130 7 2.4 78.3
34 1 0.3 22.8 135 6 2.1 80.3
35 4 1.4 24 .1 137 3 1.0 81.4
37 2 0.7 24.8 140 3 1.0 82.4
40 4 1.4 26.2 142 2 0.7 83 . 1
43 1 0.3 26.6 143 2 0.7 83.8
44 1 0.3 26 .9 145 2 0.7 84 .5
45 4 1.4 28.3 147 1 0.3 84 .8
46 1 0.3 28.6 150 3 1.0 85.9
47 1 0.3 29.0 153 3 1.0 86.9
48 1 0.3 29.3 155 3 1.0 87.9
50 10 3.4 32.8 156 1 0.3 88.3
51 1 0.3 33. 1 157 3 1.0 89 .3
52 3 1.0 34 . 1 160 5 1. 7 91.0
53 1 0.3 34.5 163 1 0.3 91.4
54 1 0.3 34 .8 167 1 0.3 91.7
55 5 1. 7 36.6 169 1 0.3 92 . 1
56 1 0.3 36.9 170 3 1.0 93.1
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FREQUENCY TABLE ON
DISTANCE FROM SELF TO FATHER
- CONTINUED
Percentage Percentage
Value Count Cell Cum . Value Count Cell Cum.
58 1 0.3 37.2 172 2 0.7 93.8
60 7 2.4 39.7 173 1 0.3 94 . 1
61 1 0.3 40.0 174 2 0.7 94.8
62 1 0.3 40.3 175 1 0.3 95.2
63 3 1.0 41.4 178 1 0.3 95.5
64 2 0.7 42.1 179 1 0.3 95 .9
65 5 1.7 43.8 180 1 0.3 96.2
67 3 1.0 44.8 185 0.3 96.6
70 2 0.7 45.5 195 0.7 97.2
71 1 0.3 45.9 196 1 0.3 97.6
72 3 1.0 46.9 205 1 0.3 97 .9
73 4 1.4 48.3 210 1 0.3 98.3
75 9 3.1 51.4 213 1 0.3 98.6
76 2 0.7 52. 1 217 0.3 99.0
79 2 0.7 52 .8 250 1 0.3 99.3
80 4 1.4 54 . 1 385 1 0.3 99 . 7
82 1 0.3 54 .5 706 1 0.3 100.0
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FREQUENCY TABLE ON
DISTANCE BETWEEN SELF AND MOTHER
Percentage Percentage
Value Count Cell Cum. Value Count Cell Cum.
0 7 1.8 1.8 85 6 1.5 62.0
1 3 0.8 2.6 86 1 0.3 62.3
2 2 0.5 3.1 88 4 1.0 63.3
o 2 0.5 3.6 90 7 1.8 65.1
4 1 0.3 3.8 91 2 0.5 65.6
5 4 1.0 4.8 92 2 0.5 66.1
6 2 0.5 5.4 93 1 0.3 66.3
8 3 0.8 6. 1 95 7 1.8 68. 1
10 10 2.6 8.7 96 1 0.3 68.4
11 1 0.3 8.9 98 1 0.3 68.6
12 3 0.8 9.7 100 3 0.8 69.4
13 1 0.3 9.9 101 2 0.5 69.9
14 3 0.8 10. 7 110 6 1.5 71.4
15 8 2.0 12.8 111 1 0.3 71.7
16 4 1.0 13.8 112 3 0.8 72.4
17 2 0.5 14.3 113 2 0.5 73.0
20 14 3.6 17.9 114 1 0.3 73.2
21 2 0.5 18.4 115 2 0.5 73.7
22 3 0.8 19. 1 116 2 0.5 74 .2
24 1 0.3 19.4 119 2 0.5 74 .7
25 7 1.8 21.2 120 8 2.0 76.8
27 3 0.8 21.9 121 1 0.3 77.0
28 1 0.3 22. 2 122 1 0.3 77.3
29 4 1.0 23.2 123 1 0.3 77.6
30 8 2.0 25.3 125 4 1.0 78.6
32 2 0.5 25.8 130 5 1.3 79.8
33 2 0.5 26.3 131 3 0.8 80.6
34 2 0.5 26. 8 132 3 0.8 81.4
35 8 2.0 28.8 133 1 0.3 81.6
36 2 0.5 29.3 134 2 0.5 82. 1
37 1 0.3 29. 6 135 7 1.8 83.9
38 2 0.5 30. 1 140 4 1.0 84.9
40 12 3.1 33.2 142 2 0.5 85.5
42 3 0.8 33.9 143 1 0.3 85.7
43 2 0.5 34 . 4 144 1 0.3 86 .0
45 5 1.3 35.7 145 4 1.0 87.0
46 1 0.3 36.0 147 2 0.5 87.5
48 2 0.5 36. 5 149 1 0.3 87.8
49 1 0.3 36. 7 150 2 0.5 88.3
50 8 2.0 38.8 152 1 0.3 88.5
52 2 0.5 39. 3 155 3 0.8 89.3
53 1 0.3 39.5 157 2 0.5 89.8
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FREQOENCY TABLE ON
DISTANCE BETWEEN SELF AND MOTHER
- CONTINUED
Percentage Percentage
Value Count Cell Cum. Value Count Cell Cum.
55 11 2.8 42.3 160 5 1.3 91.1
56 3 0.8 43. 1 164 1 0.3 91.3
57 1 0.3 43.4 165 3 0.8 92. 1
59 1 0.3 43.6 168 1 0.3 92. 3
60 8 2.0 45.7 170 4 1.0 93 . 4
62 1 0.3 45.9 171 1 0.3 93.6
63 1 0.3 46.2 172 1 0.3 93.9
65 7 1.8 48.0 173 1 0.3 94 . 1
66 2 0.5 48.5 175 0.5 94.6
67 2 0.5 49.0 180 0.8 95 . 4
68 3 0.8 49.7 182 1 0.3 95.7
69 2 0.5 50.3 184 1 0.3 95.9
70 12 3.1 53.3 185 0.5 96.4
72 1 0.3 53.6 187 1 0.3 96.7
73 1 0.3 53.8 190 1 0.3 96.9
74 1 0.3 54 . 1 195 0.5 97.4
75 6 1.5 55.6 196 1 0.3 97.7
76 1 0.3 55.9 205 0.5 98. 2
77 2 0.5 56.4 210 1 0.3 98.5
78 2 0.5 56.9 225 1 0.3 98 . 7
79 2 0.5 57.4 230 0.5 99.2
80 5 1.3 58.3 509 I 0.3 99.5
81 3 0.8 59.4 902 1 0.3 99.7
82 1 0.3 59.7 991 1 0.3 100.0
83 3 0.8 60.5
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FREQOENCY TABLE ON 
ORIENTATION BETWEEN FATHER AND MOTHER
Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
0 233 79.8 79.8 1 59 20.2 100.0
FREQOENCY 
ORIENTATION BETWEEN
TABLE ON 
FATHER AND SELF
Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
0 251 86.0 86.0 1 41 14.0 100.0
FREQOENCY 
ORIENTATION BETWEEN
TABLE ON
MOTHER AND FATHER
Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
0 230 79.0 79.0 1 61 21.0 100.0
FREQOENCY 
ORIENTATION BETWEEN
TABLE ON
1 MOTHER AND SELF
Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
0 333 84.9 84.9 1 59 15.1 100.0
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FREQUENCY TABLE ON
ORIENTATION BETWEEN SELF AND MOTHER
Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
0 340 86.5 86.5 1 53 13.5 100.0
FREQUENCY 
ORIENTATION BETWEEN
TABLE ON 
SELF AND FATHER
Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
0 255 86.7 86.7 1 39 13.3 100.0
TYPES
FREQUENCY TABLE ON 
OF BARRIERS BETWEEN MOTHER AND FATHER
Percentage Percentage
Value Count Cell Cum . Value Count Cell Cum .
0 147 50.5 50.5 3 39 13.4 88.0
1 60 20.6 71.1 4 35 12.0 100.0
2 10 3.4 74.6
TYPES OF
FREQUENCY TABLE ON 
BARRIERS BETWEEN SELF AND FATHER
Percentage Percentage
Va lue Count Cell Cum. Value Count Cell Cum .
0 103 35.4 35.4 3 38 13.1 86.9
1 01 31.3 66.7 4 38 13.1 100.0
2 21 7.2 73.9
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FREQUENCY TABLE ON 
TYPES OF BARRIERS BETWEEN SELF AND MOTHER
Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
0 163 41.4 41.4 3 48 12.2 88.3
1 120 30.5 71.8 4 46 11.7 100.0
2 17 4.3 76. 1
FREQUENCY TABLE ON 
COMPARTMENTALIZATION
Percentage Percentage
Value Count Cel 1 Cum. Value Count Cell Cum.
0 353 84.0 84 .0 3 11 2.6 93.1
1 11 2.6 86.7 4 28 6.7 99.8
2 16 3.8 90.5 9 1 0.2 100.0
FREQUENCY TABLE ON 
ENCAPSULATION
Percentage Percentage
Value Count Cell C um. Value Count Cell Cum.
0 254 60.5 60.5 3 33 7.9 71.4
1 6 1.4 61.9 4 119 28.3 99.8
2 7 1.7 63.6 9 1 0.2 100.0
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
232
FREQUENCY TABLE ON
LINING ON THE BOTTOM
Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
0 326 77.6 77.6 3 16 3.8 82.9
1 1 0.2 77.9 4 71 16.9 99.8
2 5 1.2 79.0 9 1 0.2 100.0
FREQUENCY 
LINING ON
TABLE ON 
THE TOP
Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
0 378 90.0 90.0 3 11 2.6 96.9
1 6 1.4 91.4 4 12 2.9 99.8
2 12 2.9 94.3 9 1 0.2 100.0
FREQUENCY TABLE 
UNDERLINING INDIVIDUAL
ON
FIGURES
Pe rcentage Percentage
Value Count Cell Cum. Value Count Cell Cum.
0 398 94.8 94.8 3 4 1.0 99.0
1 2 0.5 95.2 4 2 0.5 99.5
2 12 2.9 98. 1 9 2 0.5 100.0
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FREQUENCY TABLE ON
LIKE-TO-LIVE-IN-FAMILY
Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
0 2 0.5 0.5 3 193 46.0 93.6
1 21 5.0 5.5 4 27 6.4 100.0
2 177 42.1 47.6
FREQUENCY TABLE ON 
SEXUALITY SYMBOLS PRESENT
Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum. Value Count
Percentage 
Cell Cum.
0 361 86.0 86.0 1 59 14.0 100.0
FREQUENCY TABLE ON 
RELIGIOUS SYMBOLS PRESENT
Percentage Percentage
Value Count Cell Cum . Value Count Cell Cum .
0 406 96.7 96.7 1 14 3.3 100
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APPENDIX L
MATRICES OF ORDERED CONTRASTS OF
MEANS FOR GRADES ON THE KINETIC FAMILY
DRAWING VARIABLES
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MATRIX OF ORDERED CONTRASTS OF MEANS
KINETIC FAMILY DRAWING VARIABLE: SIZE OF SELF
X 3 X 1 X 2 X 6 X 5 X 4
45.0204 47 .9583 52.7273 56.6875 60.3125 60.2979
X 3=45 .0204 2.9379 7.7069 11.6671 15.2924* 17.2775*
X 1=47 .9583 - 4.7690 8.7292 12.3542 14 .3396
X 2=52 .7273 - - 3.9602 7.5852 9.5706
X 6=56 .6875 - - - 3.6250 5.6104
X 5=60 .3125 - - - - 1.9854
X 4=62 .2979 - - - - -
* - significantly larger means
MATRIX OF ORDERED CONTRASTS OF MEANS 
KINETIC FAMILY DRAWING VARIABLE: ASCENDENT MOTHER
X 3 X 6 X 5 X 4 X 1 X 2
2.9184 3.0625 3.2708 3.2766 3.4375 3.7955
X 3 = 2.9184 - 0. 1441 .3524 .6718 .5191 .8771*
X 6 = 3.0625 - - .2083 .2138 .3750 .7330*
X 5 = 3.2708 - - - .0058 . 1667 .5247*
X 4 = 3.2766 - - - - . 1609 .5189*
X 1 = 3.4375 - - - - - .3580
X 2 = 3.7955 - - - - - -
= significantly larger means
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MATRIX OF ORDERED CONTRASTS OF MEANS
KINETIC FAMILY DRAWING VARIABLE: ASCENDENT SELF
X 3 X 4 X 1 X 5 X 6 X 2
2.8367 3.2340 3.3125 3.3333 3.3750 3.7727
X 3 = 2.8367 - .3973 .4758 .4966 .5383 .9360*
X 4 = 3.2340 - - .0821 .0993 . 1410 .5381
X 1 = 3.3125 - - - .0208 .0625 .4602
X 5 = 3.3333 - - - - .0417 .4394
X 6 = 3.3750 - - - - - .3997
X 2 = 3.7727 - - - - - -
* = significantly larger mean
MATRIX OF ORDERED CONTRASTS OF MEANS 
KINETIC FAMILY DRAWING VARIABLE 
TYPES OF BARRIERS BETWEEN MOTHER AND FATHER
X 2 X 5 X 6 X 4 X I  X 3
0.8636 1.0000 1.0625 1.1064 1.1667 1.7959
X 2 = 0.8636 - .8636 .1989 .2428 .3031 .9323*
X 5 = 1.0000 - - .0625 . 1064 . 1667 .7959*
X 6 = 1.0625 - - - .0439 . 1042 .7334*
X 4 = 1.1064 - - - - .0603 .6859*
X 1 = 1.1667 - - - - - .6292*
X 3 = 1.7959 - - - - - -
* = significantly larger means
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MATRIX OF ORDERED CONTRASTS OF MEANS 
KINETIC FAMILY DRAWING VARIABLE 
ENCAPSULATION
X 1 X 2 X 5 X 6 X 4 X 3
.8958 1.159 1 1.3958 1.5000 1.6809 2.0204
X 1 = .8958
•
- .2633 .5000 .6042 .7851 1.1246*
X 2 = 1.1591 - - .2367 .3409 .5218 . 8613*
X 5 = 1.3958 - - - . 1042 .2851 .6246
X 6 = 1.5000 - - - - . 1809 .5204
X 4 = 1.6809 - - - - - .3395
X 3 = 2.0204 - - - - - -
* = significantly larger means
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